
BEFORE

THE PUBLIC SERVICE CONNISSION OF

SOUTH CAROLINA

DOCKET NO. 91-641-N/6 — ORDER NO. 93-402 ~
mv 11, 1993

IN RE Application of Carolina Wat. er Service,
Inc. for Approval of New Schedules of
Rates and Charges for Water and Sewer
Service Provided to its Customers in
its Service Area in South Carolina.

) ORDER
) APPROVING
) RATES AND

) CHARGES
)

INTRODUCTION

This matter is before the Public Service Commission of South

Carolina (the Commission) on the November 12, 1992, Application of

Carolina Water Service, Inc. (the Company or CWS) for approval of

a new schedule of rates and charges for water and sewer service

provided to its customers in its service area in South Carolina. 1

The Application was filed pursuant. to S.C. Code Ann. 558-5-240

(1976), as amended, and 26 S.C. Regs. 103-821 of the Commission's

Rules of Practice and Procedure.

By letter, the Commission's Executive Director instructed the

Company to cause to be published a prepared Notice of Filing and

Hearing, one time, in a newspaper of general circulation in the

area affected by the Company's Application. The Notice of Filing

1. On December 16, 1991, CWS fi. led an original Application in
this docket. The Commission allowed CWS to withdraw this
Application without prejudice.
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and Hearing indicated the nature of the Company's Applicat. ion and

advi. sed all interested parties desiring participation in the

scheduled proceedi. ng of the manner and time in which to fi. le the

appropriate pl. eadings. The Company was likewise required to

directly noti. fy all customers affected by the proposed rates and

chargeS. The Company furnished affidavits demonstrating that the

notice had been duly published i. n accordance with the instructions

of the Executive Di. rector and certified that a copy of the notice

had been mailed to each customer affected by the rates and charges

proposed i. n the Company's Application. Petitions to Intervene

were fi. led on behal. f of Steven W. Hamm, the Consumer Advocate for,

the State of South Carolina (the Consumer Advocate), Ron

Alexander, and Cli.. ff Floyd.

The Company's presently authorized rates and charges were

approved by Order No. 90-694, issued on August 1, 1990, in Docket

No. 89-610-W/S. According to CWS' Application, the proposed rates

and charges would increase water revenue by approximately

8338, 154, or 23':, on average, and sewer revenue by approximately

9508, 493, or 16':, on average.

The Commission Staff made on-site investigations of the

Company's facilities, audited the Company's books and records, and

gathered other detailed information concerning the Company's

operations. The Consumer Advocate likewise conducted discovery in

the rate filing of CWS.

A publi. c night hearing relative to the matters asserted in

the Company's Application was commenced on Narch 22, 1993, in the
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River Hills Community in York County, South Carolina. The hearing

was continued in the Commission's Hearing Room on March 23 and 24,

1993, and a night hearing was held on March 24, 1993. Pursuant to

S.C. Code Ann. $58-3-95 (Supp. 1992), a panel of three Commission

members composed of Commissioner Yonce, presiding, and

Commissioners Bowers and Arthur, was designated to hear and rule

on this matter. Mitchell M. Willoughby, Esquire, and B. Craig

Collins, Esquire, represented the Company; Steven N. Hamm,

Esquire, and Elliott F. El. am, Jr. , Esquire, represented the

Consumer Advocate; Ron Alexander, Esquire, and Cliff Floyd

appeared pro se; and Gayl. e B. Nichols, Staff Counsel, and Fl.orence

P. Belser, Staff Counsel, represented the Commission Staff.

The Company presented the test. imonies of Keith A. Murphy,

Regional Director of Operations for South Carolina; Carl J. Wenz,

Director of Regulatory Accounting for both Utilities, Inc. and2

CWS; David H. Demaree, Vice President of Operations and Secretary

of Utilities, Inc. , and CNS; William Unthank, Nest Columbia City

Manager; Edgar S. Weaver, Mayor and Chief Administrative Officer

for Tega Cay, South Carolina; Edward M. Parler, Lexington County

Administrator; Lenox E. Brambl. e, York County Director of Public

Works and County Engineer; and Joe L. Rucker, Director of Water

Supply, Construction Division, for the South Carolina Department

of Health and Environmental Control (DHEC). The Consumer Advocate

presented Philip E. Miller of J.N. Wilson 6 Associates, Inc. to

2. Utilities, Inc. is the parent. company of CNS.

DOCKETNO. 91-641-W/S - ORDERNO. 93-402
MAY ii, 1993
PAGE 3

River Hills Community in York County, South Carolina. The hearing

was continued in the Commission's Hearing Room on March 23 and 24,

1993, and a night hearing was held on March 24, 1993. Pursuant to

S.C. Code Ann. _58-3-95 (Supp. 1992), a panel of three Commission

members composed of Commissioner Yonce, presiding, and

Commissioners Bowers and Arthur, was designated to hear and rule

on this matter. Mitchell M. Willoughby, Esquire, and B. Craig

Collins, Esquire, represented the Company; Steven W. Hamm,

Esquire, and Elliott F. Elam, Jr., Esquire, represented the

Consumer Advocate; Ron Alexander, Esquire, and Cliff Floyd

appeared pro se; and Gayle B. Nichols, Staff Counsel, and Florence

P. Belser, Staff Counsel, represented the Commission Staff.

The Company presented the testimonies of Keith A. Murphy,

Regional Director of Operations for South Carolina; Carl J. Wenz,
2

Director of Regulatory Accounting for both Utilities, Inc. and

CWS; David H. Demaree, Vice President of Operations and Secretary

of Utilities, Inc., and CWS; William Unthank, West Columbia City

Manager; Edgar S. Weaver, Mayor and Chief Administrative Officer

fox Tega Cay, South Carolina; Edward M. Parler, Lexington County

Administrator; Lenox E. Bramble, York County Director of Public

Works and County Engineer; and Joe L. Rucker, Director of Water

Supply, Construction Division, for the South Carolina Department

of Health and Environmental Control (DHEC). The Consumer Advocate

presented Philip E. M_ller of J.W. Wilson & Associates, Inc. to

2. Utilities, Inc. is the parent company of CWS.



DOCKET NO. 91-641-W/S — ORDER NO. 93-402
MAV 11, 1993
PAGE 4

testify as to its recommendations. The Commission Staff presented

Norbert. M. Thomas, Publi. c Ut. ilities Accountant, and Robert W.

Burgess, Rate Analyst of the Commission's Water and Wastewater

Department, to r. eport Staff's findings and recommendations. Ron

Alexander and Cliff Floyd presented statements at the March 24th

night hearing. Approximately 35 public witnesses representing

various subdivisions served by CWS testified.

FINDINGS OF FACT

Based upon the Application, the testimony and exhibits

received into evidence at the hearing, and the entire record of

these proceedings, the Commission now makes the following findings

of fact:
1. CWS is a water and. sewer ut. ility providing water and

sewer service i. n i. ts service areas within South Carol, ina, and it. s

operations in South Carolina are subject. to the jurisdiction of

the Commission, pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. 558-5-10, et sere.

(1976), as amended.

2. The appropriate test period for the purposes of this

proceeding is the twelve-month per:iod ending June 30, 1992.

3. By its Application, the Company is seeking an increase

in it.s rates and charges for water and sewer service of $847, 493

which Staff has calculated to be $863, 690.

4. The appropriate operating revenues for the Company for

the test year under. present rates and after accounting and pro

forma adjustments are 94, 401, 918 which reflects a reduction in per
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book revenues.

5. The appropriate operating revenues under the approved

rates are $4, 577, 323 which reflects a net authorised increase in

operating revenues of $175, 405.

6. The appropriate operating expenses for the Company's

South Carolina operations for the test year under its present

rates and after accounting and pro forma adjustments are

93, 678, 666, which reflects a decrease in per book expenses of

$228, 305.

7. The appropriate operating expenses under the approved

rates are $3, 745, 127.

8. The Company's reasonable and appropriate federal and

state .income tax expense should be based on the use of a 34%

federal tax rate and a 5.0': state tax rate, respectively.

9. The Company's appropriate level of net operat. ing income

for return after accounting and pro forma adjustment. s is $729, 448.

10. The appropriate net income for return under the rates

approved and after all accounting and pro forma adjustments is

8839, 323.

11. A year end, original cost rate base of 910,289, 037

consisti. ng of the components set forth in Table 8 of this Order,

should be adopted.

12. The Commission will use the operating margin as a guide

in determining the la~fulness of the Company's proposed rates and

the fixing of just and reasonable rates.
13. A fair operating margin that the Company should have the
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opportunity to earn is 7.52': which is produced by the appropriate

level of revenues and expenses found reasonable and approved

herein.

14. The rate designs and rate schedules approved by the

Commission and the modi. fications thereto as described herein are

appropriate and should be adopted.

15. The rates and charges depicted in Appendix A, attached

herein, and incorporated by reference, are approved and effective

for service rendered on and after the date of this Order.

16. The Company should be permitted to "pass through" the

wholesale rates for bulk water it purchases and provides its
customers under the conditions set forth in this Order.

17. The Company should be permitted to "pass through" the

charge for sewer treatment, services it purchases from suppliers

and provides to its customers under the conditions set forth in

this Order.

III.
EUIDENCE AND CONCLUSIONS

EVIDENCE AND CONCLUSIONS FOR FINDING OF FACT NO. 1

The evi. dence supporti. ng thi. s finding concerning the Company's

business and legal status is contained in the Company's

Applicati. on and in prior Commission Orders in the docket files of

which the Commission takes noti. ce. This fi, nding of fact is
essentially i.nformational, procedural, and jurisdictional in

nature, and the matters which it. involves are essent. ially

uncontested.
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EVIDENCE AND CONCLUSIONS FOR FINDINGS OF FACT NOS. 2 AND 3.
The evidence for these findings concerning the test period

and the amount of the revenue increase requested by the Company is
contained i.n the Application of the Company and the testimony and

exhibits of Company witness Wenz.

On November 12, 1992, the Company filed an Application

requesting approval of rate schedules designed to produce an

increase in gross revenues of $847, 493 which Staff calculated

using the appropriate billing units to be 9863, 690. The Company's

filing was based on a test period consisting of the 12 months

ending June 30, 1992. The Commission Staff and the parties of

record herei. n likewise offered their evi. dence generally within the

context of that. same test period.

A fundamental principle of the ratemaking process is the

establishing of a test year period. The reliance upon the test
year concept, however, is not designed to preclude the recognit. ion

and use of other historical data which may precede or postdate the

select. ed twelve month period.

Integral to the use of a test year, representing normal

operating conditions to be anticipated in the future, is the

necessity to make normalizing adjustments to the histori, c test
year figures. Only those adjustments which have reasonable and

definite characteristics, and which tend to influence reflected

operating experiences are made to give proper consideration to

revenues, expenses, and investment. s. Parker v. South Carolina

Public Service Commission, et. al. , 280 S.C. 310, 313 S.E. 2d 290
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(1984). Adjustments may be allowed for items occurring in the

historic test year, but vhich vill not recur in the future; or to

give effect to it, ems of an extraordinary nature by either

normalizing or annualizing such items to reflect more accurately

their annual. impact; or to give effect to any other item which

should have been .included or. excluded during the hi. storic test

year. The Commission finds the twelve months ending June 30,

1992, to be the reasonable period for which to make its ratemaking

determinations herein.

EVIDENCE AND CONCLUSIONS FOR FINDINGS OF FACT NOS. 4 AND 5.
The evidence for the findings concerning the adjusted level

of operating revenues is found in the testimony and exhibits of

Company witness Nenz and Commissi. on Staff witness Burgess. {See,

Hearing Exhibit Nos. 6 and 10). The Company and Staff agreed on

the adjustments to revenues. Therefore, for the purposes of this

proceeding, the appropriate operating revenues for the Company for

the test year under, the present. rates and after accounting and pro

forma adjustments are $4, 401, 918 which reflects a $105,886

decrease in revenues. Using the Commission's Finding of Fact No.

13 and the Evidence and Conclusions, infra. , approving a 7.52':

operating margin, the Company's operating revenues after the

approved increase are $4, 577, 323.

EVIDENCE AND CONCLUSIONS FOR FINDINGS OF FACT NOS ~ 6, 7, AND 8.
Certain adjustments affecting expenses were included in the

exhibits and testimony offered by vitnesses Nenz and Nurphy for

the Company, witness Niller for the Consumer Advocate, and
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witnesses Thomas and Burgess for the Commission Staff. (See

Hearing Exhibit Nos. 3, 6, 9, and 10) This Order will address and

detail only those accounting and pro forma adjustments affecting

expenses which differed between the Company, the Consumer

Advocate, and the Commission Staff.
Operators' Salaries

Both the Company and the Staff proposed to adjust Operations

and Maintenance (OaM) expenses to reflect operators' salaries at

July 15, 1992 on an annualized basis. In addition, Staff proposed

to decrease the Company's 06M expense by $31,900 to reflect the

elimination of the salary of an employee who resigned from CWS

after the test year and was not replaced. Company witness Murphy

testified at the hearing that the vacant position was filled on

March 22, 1993, at a salary of $29, 250. Consequently, the

Commission finds and concludes that the Company should be allowed

to recover as a ratemaking expense the salary and related benefits

for this position.

Amortization of Deferred Charges

The Company and the Staff proposed to adjust O@M expenses to

annualize the amorti. zation of deferred charges for tank

maintenance, Hurricane Hugo costs, and miscellaneous other

charges. The Company and Staff adjustments differed by $736. The

difference in the proposed adjustments is attributable to

mathematical corrections by the Staff and the Staff's elimination

of one fully amortized expense item. The Commission accepts

Staff's proposed adjustment.
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The Staff and the Company proposed to eliminate interest

charged as rent and depreciation on office furniture and computers

allocated to CWS for the home office in Northbrook, Illinois.
These amounts are reflected in the Company's operating expenses.

In previous Commission decisions (See, Docket No. 88-241-W/S,

Order No. 89-573 and Docket No. 89-610-W/S, Order No. 90-694}, the

Commissi. on has determined that the depreciat, ion and interest

charged as rent and computer operations should be charged "below

the line" and that the depreciation expense, gross plant, and

accumulated depreciation associated with the home office should be

directly assigned or allocated to CWS for ra. temaking purposes.

Staff's adjustment decreases General expenses by 935, 310,

decreases OaM by $33, 708, and reflects the elimination of

depreciation and interest, charged as rent on the Company's share

of home office facilities and is consistent with previous

Commission practices. The Company proposed a similar adjustment

but it varied from Staff's adjustment by a few dollars. The

Commissi. on finds Staff's adjustment to be appropriate for

ratemaking purposes her'ein.

Computer Operations

The Consumer Advocate contends that the expenses associated

with the Company's computer operations have not been shown to be

"fully just. if.i, ed. " Specifically, the Consumer Advocate argues

that CWS' arrangement whereby its computer terminals in its
regional offices are connected via data telephone line to Utility,
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Inc. 's mainfr, arne in Northbrook, Illinois is unnecessary. The

Consumer Advocate contends that while all data processing cost. s

should not be eliminated, reasonable service could be provided to

CWS' customers at less cost. without the necessity of the current

data processing arrangement.

In Order. No. 90-693, Docket No. 89-610--W/S, the Commission

required CWS to submit justification for its data processing costs

in its next rate application. CWS has i.ncluded this cost.

justification in its current application. {See Hearing Exhibit

No. 6). This justification includes a cost. comparison of CWS'

current data processing arrangement to the cost of hiring an

outside data processing firm and to the cost of CWS operating its
own computer in the Columbia office. CWS' cost comparison

indicates that .its current data processing method is less

expensive than the two alternative methods. Further, Company

witness Wenz testi. fied that the alternative data processing

systems would not serve i, ts customers as well as the existing

system.

The Commission concludes that CWS has adequately justified
its computer expenses. While there may be other available data

processing systems, it would be inappropriate for this Commission

to require CWS to use another system, particularly since the

Company has demonstrated that its existing system is less

expensive than other available systems. The Commission concludes

that there is no convincing evidence as to waste, inefficiency, or

mismanagement regarding the Company's computer operations and
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finds that the current cost of the data pr'ocessing system,

954, 307, i. s an appropriate ratepayer expense. Nest Ohio Gas Co.

v. Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, 294 U. S. 63 (1935).

Non-Allowables

Both the Company and the Staff proposed to adjust General

expenses and 0&N to transfer non-allowables to "below-the-line"

for ratemaking purposes. The difference in the amount of the

adjustment is due to the Staff eliminating civic club dues and

charitable donations found on the Company's books during its

audit. In addition, Staff removed expense items that should have

been capitalized.

The Commission finds that charitable contributions and civic

club dues are not appropriate ratepayer expenses. Therefore, the

Commission concludes that Staff's adjustment which reduces O&N by

911,082 and. General Expenses by 911,293 is appropriate.

Salaries and W~a es

Both the Company and the Staff annualized office salaries

based on payroll information at June 30, 1992. The difference in

the adjustment, $(16,040), is due to Staff's allocation of office

salaries based on customer equivalents to Keowee Key Utilities,

Inc. According to the testimony of Staff witness Thomas,

Utilities, Inc. has been operating Keowee Key Utilities, Inc.

since Narch 1992 under a management agreement between Real. tec,

Inc. (the current owner of the water and sewer system at Keowee

Key) and Keowee Key Utilities, Inc. ( a wholly-owned subsidiary of

Utilities, Inc. ). Keowee Key Utilities, Inc. had requested
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Commi ssi. on approval of the transfer of the facilities from

Realtec, Inc. The Commission denied this request. Nr. Thomas

explained it was Staff's opinion that if Utilities, Inc. continues

to manage Keowee Key Utilities, Inc. , CWS ratepayers should not be

required to absorb in their rates the expenses associated with

managing Keowee Key Utilit. ies, Inc. One of these associated

expenses is office salari. es.
CWS di. sagreed wi. th the Staff's recommended allocation of

expenses to Keowee Key Utilities, Inc. In his rebuttal testimony

Company witness Wenz stated t:.hat Utilities, Inc. did not intend to

manage Keowee Key Utilit. ies, Inc. indefinitely. Consequently, Nr.

Wenz testified that Staff's adjustment would not result in a level

of expenses whi. rh is representative of the costs that will be

incurred by CWS in the future for management of Keowee Key

Utilities, Inc.

The Commission finds the Staff's adjustment appropriate.

While CWS asserts i. t does not intend to manage Keowee Key

Utilit. ies, Inc. indefini. tely, the record indicates that, as of the

date of the hearing, the Company was in fact managing its sister

company. The Commissi. on concludes that CWS' ratepayers should not

be required to absorb the office salaries attributable to

providing service to Keowee Key Utilities, Inc. Therefore, the

Commission arcepts the Staff's adjustment.

Rate Case Ex enses

The Company proposed to amortize over three years expenses

associated with its prior rate case (Docket No. 88-241-W/S),
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expenses associated with its original filing of the current rate

case which it later withdrew, and the esti. mated expenses of the

existing proceeding. At the hearing, the Company estimated its
rate case expenses to be $80, 732.

Staff proposed an adjustment for the unamortized costs of

prior proceedings plus the verified cost of the current

proceeding. Staff's adjustment resulted in a 935, 155 decrease to

the Company's General Expenses.

The Consumer Advocate recommended that the Commission

disallow rate case expenses associated wi. th Docket No. 88-241-W/S

because the Commission denied CWS' request for an increase in,its
rates in that proceeding. Further, the Consumer Advocat, e opposed

the inclusion of costs associa. ted with the original filing in this

Docket. Finally, the Consumer Advocate recommended that the

Company only be permitted to recover a reasonable amount of costs,

regardless of the level of its rate case expenses.

The Commission concludes that the Company should be permitted

to recover over three years 953, 753 in rate case expenses. This

recovery reflects the ver:ified actual rate case expenses from this

proceeding, rate case expenses from the ori. ginal filing which was3

later withdrawn in this proceeding, and rate case expenses

associated with Docket No. 88-241-W/S. The Commission finds that,

based on the complexity of issues and magnitude of discovery in

this case, actual verified expenses of $29, 019 are not

3. Staff verified actual expenses of $29, 019.
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unreasonable. Moreover, there is no indication of imprudence or

bad faith on the part of the Company for initially filing but

later withdr. awing its original application in this Docket or

filing for a rate increase in Docket No. 88-241-WJ'S which the

Commission deni. ed.

Non-Regulated Entities

Utilities, Inc. operates two businesses which are

non-regulated: Illinois Corporate Travel (ICT) and Land and Lab

Technologies (LLT). Utilities, Inc. does not allocate common

costs such as directors' fees and officers' salaries to these

non-regulated ent, iti. es. Consumer Advocate witness Hiller

testified that Utilities, Inc. should be required to allocate all
common costs to the two non-regulated entities. On rebuttal, CWS

witness Wenz agreed that the Company's operating expenses should

be reduced by $2, 029 to reflect an allocation of costs to the

non-regulated entit. ies.
The Commission agrees with the Consumer Advocate's proposal

to allocate common costs of Utilities, 1nc. to its non-regulated

operat. ions. Therefore, the Commission concludes that CWS'

expenses should be reduced by 92, 029.

LLT provides testing services for CWS. Because of the

relationship between the two businesses, the Consumer Advocate

recommended that the Commission require CWS to file justification

supporting the use of LLT's services in its next rate case

applicat. ion. The Commission hereby adopts this recommendation.
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Salaries and Wages

CWS has operating expenses for. two classifications of

salaries and wages. One classification is comprised of the

salaries and wages incurred directly by the Company; the other

classification consists of sa.laries and wages allocated to the

Company by Water Service Corporation.

Nr. Niller testified that "the level of (CWS') salaries and

wages could be excessive" (emphasis added). Mr. Niller explained

that because there are several levels of management, there may be

a duplication of effort by employees. Further, Nr. Miller

explained that, although the Company pr.'ovided a comparison of it. s

salaries with the salaries of other utilities, "the results

are certainly not conclusive, and they do not support the

Company's conclusion that .its sa.laries and ~ages must be

reasonable. "

Company witness Murphy presented CWS' comparison of the

salaries of its direct employees. This comparison indicates that

awhile the average salaries for some of its operators, particularly

operators who hold A, B, and C certification, may be slightly

higher than salaries of comparable operators employed by other

utilities, the average salary of its other direct employees,

particul. arly operators with Class D certification, office staff,

4. As recognized in previous orders, Water Service Corporation is
a sister company to CWS which provides engineering, accounting,
legal, financial, computer, and other types of services to the
Company and other affiliated ut. ility companies. These services are
provided to CWS on the basis of a service agreement that has been
in effect for a number of years.

DOCKETNO. 91-641-W/S - ORDERNO. 93.-402
MAY ll, 1993
PAGE 16

Salaries and Wages

CWS has operating expenses fox two classifications of

salaries and wages. One classification is comprised of the

salaries and wages incurred directly by the Company; the other

classification consists of salaries and wages allocated to the

4
Company by Water Service Corporation.

Mr'. Miller testified that "the level of (CWS') salaries and

wages could be excessive" (emphasis added). Mr. Miller explained

that because there are several levels of management, there may be

a duplication of effort by employees. Further, Mr'. Miller

explained that, although the Company provided a comparison of its

salaries with the salaries of other utilities, "the results ...

are certainly not conclusive, and they do not support the

Company's conclusion that its salaries and wages must be

reasonable."

Company witness Murphy presented CWS' comparison of the

salaries of its direct employees. This comparison indicates that

while the average salaries for some of its operators, particularly

operators who hold A, B, and C certification, may be slightly

higher than salaries of comparable operators employed by other

utilities, the average salary of its other direct employees,

particularly operators with Class D certification, office staff,

4. As recognized in previous orders, Water' Service Corporation is

a sister company to CWS which provides engineering, accounting,

legal, financial, computer, and other types of services to the

Company and other affiliated utility companies. These services are

provided to CWS on the basis of a service agreement that has been

in effect for a number of years.



DOCKET NO. 91-641-W/'S — ORDER NO. 93-402
NAV 11, 1993
PAGE 17

and supervisors, is less than the average salaries of. some other

utilit. ies. Noreover, Nr. Nurphy testified that, unlike the

employees of other utilities, many of CWS' operators are certified

as both water and wast. cwater operators and have many years of

experience.

Nr. Nurphy further testifi. . ed that the levels of management at

CWS do not result in a duplication of efforts. Nr. Nurphy

testified that the Area Nanager is usually a senior level operator

who supervises operators, that the Regional Director of Operations

for South Carolina manages the entire operation in the state, and

that the Office Nanager. supervises customer service and billing.
Nr. Nurphy explained that the corporate office has a staff of

experts in util. ity operations and finance and that no one salary

of corporate personnel is fully charged to CWS.

Company witness Wenz testi. fied in regard to the salaries of

Water Service Corporation personnel which are allocated to CWS.

He explained that the management personnel of Water Service

Corporation are the senior management of Utilities, Inc. and are

responsible for the operation of 250 utility systems in 13 states.
Nr. Wenz testified that 6': of their total salary, or 954, 234, is
allocated to CWS.

Nr. Wenz testified that there are three Water Service

Corporation employees in the Data Processing Department who are

responsible for all computer functions, except meter reading and

customer payments which are entered by the local offices. Nr.

Wenz testi. fied that "CWS customers receive the benefit of this. . .
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personnel for a low cost. " CNS is allocated $9, 938 of the total

salaries of the Data Processing Department of Water Service

Corporation.

Mr. Nenz explained that Nater Service Corporation has two

administrative employees, one of whom is controller and the other

of whom is a customer and employee relations coordinator. Of the

total Water Service Corporat. ion salaries for administrative

personnel, CWS is allocated $17, 479.

Mr. Wenz explained that Water Service Corporation also

employs two receptionists, two secretaries, three accountants, two

accounts payable clerks, two cost analysts, one bookkeeper, one

payroll clerk, and one billing manager. Of the total $573, 593

salary for these employees, CNS is allocated $33, 863. Mr. Nenz

testified as follows:

All accounti. ng operat. ions -- including payroll, general
1.edger bookkeeping, accounts payable, income tax
returns, audits, property tax returns, vehicle control,
material control, et.c. are done by 8 people. The
entire regulatory process is done by 4 people. The
entire computer department consists of 2. 5 people. The
customer billing controls and office functions related
to that are done by 3 people. Ne believe the enti. re
process is extremely efficient.
Finally, Mr. Nenz presented an exhibit which i, ndicates that

CWS' annual cost per customer is less than other South Carolina

water and/or sewer utilities. In addition, Mr. Wenz testified that

CNS' annual cost per customer is less than the 1990 average of the

35 companies that responded to the National Associat. ion of Water

Companies' annual financial survey.

Based on the substantial evidence of record, the Commission
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finds that the level of salaries and wages expense of CWS is

reasonable. The Commission finds that the testimony and exhibits

of Company witnesses Murphy and Wenz support this conclusion.

Further, the Commission is not convinced that there is a

duplication of efforts on the part of CWS personnel. Therefore,

the Commission denies the Consumer Advocate's recommendation to

eliminate the Company's salary and wage expense.

Water Service Corporation

The Staff and the Company proposed to adjust expenses for the

allocat. ion of Water Service Corporation Common Expenses to

end-of-period customer equivalents. Some expenses of Water Service

Corporation are charged directly to the affiliated util. ity

companies on the basis of actual cost or some other factor causing

a direct charge, while other expenses are classified as indirect.

charges and are allocated to the operati. ng companies via various

all. ocation procedures. The Company's adjustment is a decrease of

($38, 980) and Staff's adjustment is a decrease of ($48, 120) which

reflects the i.nclusion of Keowee Key customers in the computation

of allocation percentages. The Company did not allocate any Nater

Service Corporation Common Expenses to Keowee Key Utilities, Inc. ,

even though the Company has continuously operated and managed the

system since March 1992. Staff reduced Operating and Maintenance

expenses by $21, 042, reduced General expenses by $24, 541 and

decreased Depreciat. ion Expense by $2, 537 in its adjustment.

In making its adjustments, the Commission Staff reviewed the

allocation procedures of the Company which were consistent with
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previous allocations from prior rate cases of affiliated companies.

The Commission finds that Staff's adjustments are consistent with

the approved alloration procedures and appropriately reflect the

proper level of expenses associated with the services provided by

Water Service Corporation to CWS. The Commission Staff's
adjustments are hereby adopted.

The Consumer Advocate recommended that the Commission require

the Company to file a study in its next proreeding demonstrating

that allocations are made in an appropriate manner. The Commission

finds that there has been no evidenre that the current allocation

method is inappropriate and, ther. efore, denies this request.

Excluded Subdivisions

Staff and the Company proposed t.o remove the expenses

applicable to Oakatee and Black Horse Run Subdivisions from this

proceeding. Oakatee had been sold after the test year and CWS did

not request an increase in rates for Black Horse Run. The Staff's
adjustment also included an allocated port. ion of Interest on

Customer Deposits. The Commission approves Staff's adjustments to

expenses in the following amounts: reduce Osm expenses by 951,399,

reduce General expenses by $2, 109, reduce Depreciation by $19,

reduce Taxes other than Income by $6, 446, and reduce Interest on

Customer Deposits by $703.

Allocation Betwee~n 0 stating Companies

The Staff made an adjustment to allocate Insurance,

Transportation Expenses, Depreciation and Office Expenses between

operating companies based on customers served and end-of-period
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customer equivalents. No other party proposed such an adjustment.

The Staff eliminated expenses allocated from the CNS office of

North Carolina to Black Horse Run Subdivision and allocated Office

Expenses from CNS to Keowee Key Utilities, Inc. , since the CNS

office is performing the customer service and billing functions for

Keowee Key Utilities, Inc. The Commission finds that Staff's
adjustments appropriately reflect the proper level of expenses

associated with the services provided by CNS to Keowee Key

Ut. i. lities, Inc. The Commission Staff's adjustments are hereby

adopted.

Pensions and Benefits

The Staff and the Company proposed t, o adjust pensions and

benefits resulting from the end of period payroll annualization.

Since the Commission has allowed an adjustment for salaries and

wages, it is appropri. ate for the Commission to likewise adjust

pensions and benefits resulting from the end-of-period payroll

annualization. Staff's calculation of $(24, 205) reflects a

reallocation of. employee benefit. s among operating companies and

elimination of benefits for an employee no l, onger employed. The

Commission finds that. the Commission Staff's adjustments to

pensions and benefits are appropriate as modified to include the

employee recently replaced and are adopted for ratemaking purposes

herein. (See, discussion under Operators' Salaries).
nnnnalization of Depreciation

The Staff and the Company proposed to annualize depreciation

expense based on year-end plant levels and pro forma additions.
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customer equivalents. No other party proposed such an adjustment.

The Staff eliminated expenses allocated from the CWS office of
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pensions and benefits resulting from the end-of-period payroll

annualization. Staff's calculation of $(24,205) reflects a

reallocation of employee benefits among operating companies and

elimination of benefits for an employee no longer employed. The

Commission finds that the Commission Staff's adjustments to

pensions and benefits are appropriate as modified to include the

employee recently replaced and are adopted for ratemaking purposes

herein. (See, discussion under Operators' Salaries).
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The Staff and the Company proposed to annualize depreciation

expense based on year-end plant levels and pro forma additions.



DOCKET NO. 91-641-W/S — ORDER NO. 93-402
mv 11, 1993
PAGE 22

The Company proposed to increase depreciation expense by $75, 979.

The Commission. Staff proposed to increase depreciation expense by

$36, 173. Staff's adjustment uses straight line depreciation at 2':

on depreciable plant in service, a straight line 20% depreciation

rate on transportation equipment, eliminates fully-depreciated

vehicles, includes depreciation on Water Service Corporation rate

base excluding plant previ. ously found by the Commission to be

non-allowable, and includes depreciation on items reclassified from

06N expenses. The Company's adjustment reflects a 25% depreciation

rate on transportation equipment, includes depreciat. ion on

fully-depreciated vehicles, and includes depreciation for pro forma

additions expected to be completed by January 1993.

As to the inclusion of depreciation for various construction

projects projected to be completed after June 30, 1992, the Staff

included depreciation on those additions actually completed at

January, 1993. The Consumer Advocate opposed including plant

additions if not completed and opposed including any depreciation

expense.

The Commission finds that the Staff's adjustment to increase

Depreciation expense by $36, 173 properly reflects the depreciation

expense based on year-end plant levels as adjusted, appropriate

depreciation rates, and appropriate ratemaking principles. Staff's
adjustment is adopted for ratemaking purposes herein.

Payroll Taxes

Both the Company and the Staff proposed to adjust payroll

taxes for the end of period salaries and wages adjustment. The
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Depreciation expense by $36,173 properly reflects the depreciation

expense based on year-end plant levels as adjusted, appropriate

depreciation rates, and appropriate ratemaking principles. Staff's

adjustment is adopted for: ratemaking purposes herein.

Payroll Taxes

Both the Company and the Staff proposed to adjust payroll

taxes for the end of period salaries and wages adjustment. The
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Commission Staff made an adjustment to the Company's payroll taxes

to correct allocation percentages and to eliminate one employee.

The Commission, based on its recognition of the appropriateness of

a salaries and wages adjustment, finds that an adjustment to

payroll taxes is also appropriate. The Commission finds that a

decrease to Operating Taxes of (91,987) should be adopted for

ratemaking purposes herein.

Interest on Customer D~e osits
Sta. ff proposed to annualize interest on customer deposits.

The Staff used an 8': rate and calculated an adjustment in the

amount of ($6, 674). The Commission finds Staff's adjustment to be

consistent with the Commission's prior. pract, ices and approves same.

Customer Growth

The Company and the St.aff proposed to record the effects of

customer growth. The Company and the Staff used a growth factor

based on the formul. a as previously approved by this Commission to

calculate customer growth. Based on Staff's formula, the

Commission finds the appropriate amount of customer growth to be

$6, 196.

The Commission will hereby adjust. general taxes, and state and

federal income taxes to r'eflect all adjustments approved herein.

All accounting and pro forma adjustments proposed by the Staff and

not objected to by any other. party are hereby approved. All other

adjustments proposed by any party inconsistent therewith have been

reviewed by the Commission and found to be unreasonable or

inappropria. te for ratemaking purposes and are hereby denied.
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All accounting and pro forma adjustments proposed by the Staff and
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adjustments proposed by any party inconsistent therewith have been

reviewed by the Commission and found to be unreasonable or
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EVIDENCE AND CONCLUSIONS FOR FINDINGS OF FACT NOS. 9 AND 10.

Based on the Commission's determinations concerning the

Accounting and Pro Forma adjustments to the Company's revenues and

expenses, and its determinat. ion as to the appropriate level of

revenues and expenses, {see, Evidence and Conclusions for Finding

of Fact. No. 13) net income for return is found by the Commission as

illustrated .in the following Table:

TABLE A

NET INCONE FOR RETURN

BEFORE RATE INCREASE

Operati. ng Revenues
Operating Expenses
Net Operating Income

Interest During Construction
Customer Growth

Net Income for Return

$4, 401, 918
3, 678, 666

723, 252-0-
6, 1965~

AFTER RATE INCREASE

Operating Revenues
Operating Expenses
Net Operating Income

Interest During Construction
Customer Growth

Net Income for Return

$4, 577, 323
3, 745, 127

832, 196
—0-

7, 126
839 322

EVIDENCE AND CONCLUSIONS FOR FINDING OF FACT NO. 11

The evidence supporting the findings concerning proper

methodology and level of cash working capital and proper items to

be included in the Company's rate base can be found in the exhibits

and testimony of. Company witness Nenz, Consumer Advocate witness

Niller and Commission Staff witness Thomas. The rate base, as
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EVIDENCE AND CONCLUSIONS FOR FINDING OF FACT NO. 11

The evidence supporting the findings concerning proper

methodology and level of cash working capital and proper items to

be included in the Company's rate base can be found in the exhibits

and testimony of Company witness Wenz, Consumer Advocate witness

Miller and Commission Staff witness Thomas. The rate base, as
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allocated to the Company's operations, is composed of the value of

the Company's property used and useful in providing water and sewer

service to the public, plus materials and supplies, and an

allowance for ca.sh ~orking capital, less accumulated depreciation,

accumulated deferred income tax (liberalized depreciation),

contributions in aid of construction, advances in a, id of

construction, plant acquisition adjustments, cost in excess of book

value and customer deposits. Prior to the date of the hearing, the

Accounti. ng Department of the Administration Division of the

Commissi. on Staff, conducted an audit and examination of the

Company's books and records, including rate base items, with plant

addi, tions and retirements. On the basis of this audit. , the

exhibits and the testimony contained in the entire record of the

heari. ng, the Commission can determi. ne and find proper balances for

the components of the Company's rate base and other items. The

Commission's determinations relative to the Company's rate base for

its water and sewer operations appear i.n the paragraphs below.

Gross Plant In Service

The Commission has traditionally used the regulatory

account. ing methodology recognized as "original cost less

accumulated depreciation" in the determination of the value of a

utility's plant in service. The record of the instant proceeding

presents no justi. ficati. on for a departure from this methodology

which was utilized by the Commission Staff in calculating the

Company's jurisdicti, onal gross plant, in service per books of

925, 236, 525. The Commission Staff proposed adjustment. s to Plant in
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Service for the effects of the Staff's adjustments to capitalize a

portion of the end of period wage adjustment, include plant

additions that were completed by January 1993, eliminate investment

items associated with the excluded subdivisions, include

capitalized items reclassified from O6N expenses, include an

allocated portion of Nater Servi. ce Corporation rate base excluding

those items previously found to be non-allowable by the Commission,

and reflect the proper allocation of vehicles and computers to CNS.

Based upon the Commission's discussion and treatment of the

depreciation expense, the Commission approves Staff's adjustments

to Gross Plant In Service. The net effect of these adjustments is

to increase Gross Plant in Service by $187, 075. The Commission

finds $25, 423, 600 to be the appropriate figure for the Gross Plant

in Service.

Accumulated Depreciation

In determining the proper rate base for utilities, the

Commission has consistently applied a methodology which reduces the

figure for: the gross plant used and useful in providing public

service by a reserve for depreciation and amortization. This

reserve for depreciation and amortization for CNS' operations

reflected a "per books" figure of $1,695, 750.

With the expense adjustments previously approved herein, the

Commi. ssion is of the opinion, and so finds, that the Company's per

books reserve for depreciation and amortization for South Carolina

operations should be increased by $177, 304. Consequently, the

reserve for depreciati. on and amortization to be used for ratemaking
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purposes in this proceeding is $1,873, 054.

Cash Working Capital

The Commission has normally considered an allowance for cash

working capita. l to be an appropriate item for inclusion in the rate

base of a water and sewer ut. ility. By permitting a cash working

capital allowance, the Commission acknowledges the requirement for

capital expenditures related to the routine operations of the

utility. The Company's use of "as adjusted" figures in calculating

its cash working capital allowance is not consistent with the

Commission's accepted practice of using corrected "per book"

numbers in the calculation. Additionally, the Company proposed to

incl. ude deferred charges in its rate base. This would include tank

maintenance, ma.in breaks, etc. , any item for which an expenditure

had been made but for which the expense has not yet been reflected

in the income statement. The Company request. ed that the Commission

permit deferred charges to be included in the rate base in the

amount of $500, 616. The Consumer Advocate and the Commission Staff

opposed such an adjustment. The Company is asking the Commission

to make a selective adjustment to its methodology for determining

rate base. The Commission is of the opini, on that the Company has

presented no reason for the Commission to change its present method

of excluding deferred charges from rate base. Therefore, the

Company's proposal is denied. The Commission hereby includes a 45

day cash working capital allowance of $368, 178 based upon Staff's
calcula'tions.
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Contributions In Aid of Construction

Advances In Aid of Construction

In determi. ning the proper rate base for a utility, this

Commission has generally considered contributions in aid of

construction (CIAC) and advances in aid of construction (AAC) to be

e.lements upon which i.nvestors are not entitled to earn a return and

should be excluded from rat. e base. Items such as tap fees, plant

impact fees, and customer payments for const, ruction of a line for

service are considered to be ratepayer contributions and are not

properly part of the rate base. The Company and Commission Staff

proposed to eliminate CIAC and AAC from CNS' rate base. This is
consistent. with the Commissi. on's past practices and no party

presented any evidence convincing the Commission that it should not

accept this treatment.

The Company and the Staff adjusted Plant Acquisition

Adjustment to reflect the elimina, ti, on of the excluded subdivisions.

The adjustment increased rate base in the amount of $84, 581. Based

upon the Commission's discussion, ~su ra, concerning elimination of

the subdivisions, the Commission finds that Plant Acquisition

Adjustment should reflect a balance of $(687, 408).

Excess Book Value

The Commission has previously determined in other rate cases

that excess book value is a proper deduction from rate base. In

this instance, the Company's rate base should be reduced by

$815, 238.

DOCKETNO. 91-641-W/S - ORDERNO. 93-402
MAY ii, 1993
PAGE 28

Contributions In Aid of Construction

Advances In Aid of Construction

In determining the proper rate base for a utility, this

Commission has generally considered contributions in aid of

construction (CIAC) and advances in aid of construction (AAC) to be
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The Company and the Staff adjusted Plant Acquisition

Adjustment to reflect the elimination of the excluded subdivisions.

The adjustment increased rate base in the amount of $84,581. Based

upon the Commission's discussion, s__uPra, concerning elimination of
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Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes

The accumulated reserves for Deferred Income Taxes resulting

from liberalized depreciation and other i tems are considered by

this Commi. ssion as an element on which investors are not entitled

to earn a r. eturn and therefore should be excluded from rate base.

The Commission finds that the amount to be deducted from rate base

is $593, 521 as proposed by the Commission Staff.
Customer Deposits

The amount representing customer deposits and accrued interest

on customers' deposits is considered an element upon which the

Company's investor. s are not entitled to earn a return and is
deducted from the Company's rate base. The Commission Staff

proposed that the rate base be reduced by $328, 411 representing

customer deposits. Staff's proposal is her, eby adopted.

The Company's rate base, as herein adjusted and determined by

the Commission to be appropriate for the purposes of this

proceeding, is set forth as follows:
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TABLE B

ORIGINAL COST RATE BASE

JUNE 30, 1992

Gross Plant in Service
Accumulated Depreciation
Net Plant in Service
Cash Working Capital
Construction Work in Progress (CWIP)
Contributions in Aid of Construction
Advances in Aid of Construction
Plant Aequi. sition Adjustment
Excess Book Value
Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes
Customers' Deposit. s

TOTAL RATE BASE

$25, 423, 600
(1,873, 054)
23, 550, 546

368, 178
-0-

(1.1,199,009)
( 6, 100)
( 687, 408)
( 815,238)
( 593, 521)
( 328, 411)

10 289 037

EVIDENCE AND CONCLUSIONS FOR FINDINGS OF FACT NOS. 12 AND 13

Under the guidelines established in the decisions of Bluefield

Water Works and Improvement Co. v. Public Service Commission of

West Virginia, 262 U. S. 679 (1923), and Federal Power Commission v.

Ho~a Natural Gas Co. , 320 0.0. 991 (1.9441, this Commission does not

ensure through regulation that a utility will produce net revenues.

As the United States Supreme Court noted in the H~o e Natural Gas

decisi. on, supra, the utility "has no constitutional rights to

profits such as are realized or anticipated in hi. ghly profitable

enterprises or speculative ventures. " However, employing fair and

enlightened judgment and giving consideration to all relevant

facts, the Commission should establish rates which will produce

revenues "suffici. ent to assure confidence in the financial

soundness of the uti. lity and. . . that, are adequate under efficient

and economical management, to ma.intain and support its credit and
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TABLE B

ORIGINAL COST RATE BASE
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TOTAL RATE BASE $10,289,037

EVIDENCE AND CONCLUSIONS FOR FINDINGS OF FACT NOS. 12 AND 13

Under the guidelines established in the decisions of Bluefield

Water Works and Improvement Co. v. Public Service Commission of

west Virginia, 262 U.S. 679 (1923), and Federal Power Commission v.

mope Natural Gas Co., 320 U.S. 591 (].944), this Commission does not

ensure through regulation that a utility will produce net revenues.

As the United States Supreme Court noted in the Hope Natural Gas

decision, supra, the utility "has no constitutional rights to

profits such as are realized or anticipated in highly profitable

enterprises or speculative ventures." However, employing fair and

enlightened judgment and giving consideration to all relevant

facts, the Commission should establish rates which will produce

revenues "sufficient to assure confidence in the financial

soundness of the utility and...that are adequate under efficient

and economical management, to maintain and support its credit and
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enable it t.o raise the money necessary for the proper discharge of

its public duties. " Bluefield, supra, at 692-693.

Neither S.C. Code Ann. $58-5-290 (1976) nor any other statute

prescribes a particular method to be utilized by the Commission to

determine the lawfulness of the rates of a public utility. For

ratemaki. ng purposes, this Commissi. on examines the relationships

between expenses, revenues, and investment in an hi. storic test
period because such examination provides a constant and reliable

factor upon which cal. culation can be made to formulate the basis

for deter. mining just and reasonable rates. This method was

recognized and approved by the Supreme Court for ratemaking

purposes involving utilities in Souther:n Bell ~Tele hone and

Telegraph Co. v. The Public Service Commission of S.C. , 270 S.C.

590, 244 S.E.2d 278 (1978).
For water and sewerage utilities, where the utility's rate

base has been substant. ially reduced by customer donations, tap

fees, contributions in aid of construction, and book value in

exc:ess of investment, the Commission may decide to use the

"operating ratio" and/or "operating margin" as guides in

determining just and reasonable rates, instead of examining the

utility's return on its rate base. The operating ratio is the

pere."ent.age obtained by dividing total operating expenses by

operating revenues. The obverse side of this calculation, the

operating margin, is determined by dividing net. operating income

for return by the total operating revenues of the utility.
The Company presented witness Wenz to support rate base
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period because such examination provides a constant and reliable

factor upon which calculation can be made to formulate the basis

for determining just and reasonable rates. This method was

recognized and approved by the Supreme Court for ratemaking

purposes involving utilities in Southern Bell Telephone and

Telegraph Co. v. The Public Service Commission of S.C., 270 S.C.

590, 244 S.E.2d 278 (1978).

Fox water and sewerage utilities, where the utility's rate

base has been substantially reduced by customer donations, tap

fees, contributions in aid of construction, and book value in

excess of investment, the Commission may decide to use the

"operating ratio" and/or "operating margin" as guides in

determining just and reasonable rates, instead of examining the

utility's return on its rate base. The operating ratio is the

percentage obtained by dividing total operating expenses by

operating revenues. The obverse side of this calculation, the

operating margin, is determined by dividing net operating income

for return by the total operating revenues of the utility.

The Company presented witness Wenz to support rate base
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treatment for ratemaking purposes. The Consumer Advocate testified
that CNS should be regulated using rate base treatment only if the

Staff offered testimony using a rate of r'eturn on rate base.

The Commission will not adopt a rate of return on rate base

approach. The Commission finds that the testimony presented

concerning rate of. return is insufficient to convince the

Commissi. on that such an approach should be adopted in this

proceeding. Moreover, the Commission finds it would be

inappropriate to establish a rate of return where only one witness

presented testimony as to the appropriate return on common equity.

In this proceeding the Commission will use the operating

margin as a guide in determining the lawfulness of the Company's

proposed rates and, if necessary, the fixing of just and reasonable

rates. This method was recognized as an acceptable guide for

ratemaking purposes in Patton v. South Carolina Public Service

Commission, 280 S.C. 288, 312 S.E. 2d 257 (1984).
The following Table indicates the Company's gross revenues for

the test year, after accounting and pro forma adjustments under the

presentl. y approved schedules; the Company's operating expenses for

the test year after accounting and pro forma adjustment. s; and the

operating margin under the presently approved schedules for the

test year.
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In this proceeding the Commission will use the operating
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rates. This method was recognized as an acceptable guide for

ratemaking purposes in Patton v. South Carolina Public Service

Commission, 280 S.C. 288, 312 S.E.2d 257 (1984).

The following Table indicates the Company's gross revenues for

the test year, after accounting and pro forma adjustments under the

presently approved schedules; the Company's operating expenses for

the test year after accounting and pro forma adjustments; and the

operating margin under the presently approved schedules for the

test year.
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TABLE C

Operating Revenues
Operati. ng Expenses
Net Operating Income (Loss)
Add: Customer Growth
Total Income for Return {Loss)

$4, 401, 918
3, 678, 666

723, 252
6, 196

729 448

Operating Nargin (After Interest) 5.33':

The following Table shows the effect of the Company's proposed

rate schedule, aft. er accounting and pro forma adjustments approved

herein:

TABLE D

Operating Revenues
Operati. ng Expenses
Net Operating Income
Add: Customer Growth
Total Income for Return
Operating Nargin (After Interest)

$5, 265, 608
4, 005, 919
1,259, 689

11,077
1 270 766

14.73'o

The Commission is mindful of those standards delineated in the

Bluefield dec.i. sion, supra, and of the balance between the

respective interest of the Company and of the consumer. The

Commi. ssion has consi. dered the spectrum of relevant factors in this

proceeding: the revenue requirements for the Company, the proposed

price for which the Company's service is rendered, the quality of

that service, and the effect of the proposal upon the consumer',

among other. s.
The three fundamental cri. teria of a sound rate structure have

been characterized as follows:

. . . (a) the revenue-requirement or financial-need
objective, which takes the form of a fair-return
standard with respect to private utility companies; (b)
the fair-cost apportionment objective which invokes the
princi, pie that the burden of meeting total revenue
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TABLE C

Operating Revenues

Operating Expenses

Net Operating Income (Loss)
Add: Customer Growth

Total Income for Return (Loss)

Operating Margin (After Interest)

$4,401,918

3,678,666

723,252

6,196
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5.33%

The following Table shows the effect of the Company's proposed

rate schedule, after accounting and pro forma adjustments approved

herein:

TABLE D

Operating Revenues

Operating Expenses

Net Operating Income

Add: Customer Growth

Total Income for Return

Operating Margin (After Interest)

$5,265,608

4,005,919

1,259,689

11,077

1,270,766

14.73%

The Commission is mindful of those standards delineated in the

Bluefield decision, s__upra, and of the balance between the

respective interest of the Company and of the consumer. The

Commission has considered the spectrum of relevant factors in this

proceeding: the revenue requirements for the Company, the proposed

price for which the Company's service is rendered, the quality of

that. service, and the effect, of the proposal upon the consumer',

among others.

The three fundamental criteria of a sound rate structure have

been characterized as follows:

...(a) the revenue-requirement or financial-need

objective, which takes the form of a fair-return

standard with respect to private utility companies; (b)

the fair-cost apportionment objective which invokes the

princi_p].e that the burden of meeting total revenue
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requirements must be distributed fairly among the
beneficiaries of the service; and {c) the optimum-use or
consumer rati. oning under which the rates are designed to
discourage the wasteful use of public util. ity services
while promoting all use that is economically justified
in view of the relationships between costs incurred and
benefits received.

Bonbright, Principles of Public Utility Rates {1961),
p. 292.

The Commission has considered the proposed increase presented

by the Company in light of the various standards to be observed and

the interests represented before the Commission. The Company

presented the testimonies of wi. tnesses Wenz and Nurphy who provided

information concerning the capital improvements to the Company's

water and wastewater treatment facilities, the i.ncreasing cost of

complying with the Safe Drinking Water Act, the Clean Water Act,

and other regulatory requirements, the increase in CWS' property

taxes, as well as the Company's efforts in being more responsive to

customer complaints.

The Commission is aware of the number of public witnesses

testifying in opposition to the rate increase. Several witnesses

opposed the amount of the increase while others testified they were

dissatisfied with their quali. ty of service and felt such an

increase was undeserved. With this oppositi. on in mind and in

recognizing the current state of the economy, the Commission has

considered the impact of the proposed increase on the ratepayers of

the Company.

The Commission must balance the i.nterests of the Company

the opportunity to make a profit or earn a return on its

DOCKETNO. 91-641-W/S - ORDERNO. 93-402
MAY ii, 1993
PAGE 34

requirements must be distributed fairly among the
beneficiaries of the service; and (c) the optimum-use or

consumer rationing under which the rates are designed to

discourage the wasteful use of public utility services

while promoting all use that is economically justified

in view of the relationships between costs incurred and

benefits received.

Bonbright, Principles of Public utility Rates (1961),

p. 292.

The Commission has considered the proposed increase presented

by the Company in light of the various standards to be observed and

the interests represented before the Commission. The Company

presented the testimonies of witnesses Wenz and Murphy who provided

information concerning the capital improvements to the Company's

water' and wastewater treatment facilities, the increasing cost of

complying with the Safe Drinking Water Act, the Clean Water Act,

and other regulatory requirements, the increase in CWS' property

taxes, as well as the Company's efforts in being more responsive to

customer complaints.

The Commission is aware of the number of public witnesses

testifying in opposition to the rate increase. Several witnesses

opposed the amount of the increase while others testified they were

dissatisfied with their quality of service and felt such an

increase was undeserved. With this opposition in mind and in

recognizing the current state of the economy, the Commission has

considered the impact of the proposed increase on the ratepayers of

the Company.

The Commission must balance the interests of the Company --

the opportunity to make a profit or earn a return on its
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investment, while providing adequate water and sewerage service

with the competing interest. s of the ratepayers -- to receive

adequate service at a fair and reasonable rate. In balancing these

competing interests, the Commission has determined that the

proposed schedule of rat. es and charges is unjust and unreasonable

and inappropriate for both the Company and its ratepayers.

Upon this finding it is incumbent upon the Commission to

approve rates which are just and reasonable, not only producing

revenues and an operating margin within a reasonable range, but

which also distribute fairly the revenue requi. rements, considering

the price for which the Company's service is rendered and the

quality of that service. The Commission finds that the Company has

expended a considerable amount to impr. ove and upgrade the water and

sewerage system so that i. ts customers may continue to receive

adequate service. The Commission fi.nds that while the proposed

level of revenues and corresponding rates and charges are

unreasonable, the level of revenues determined to be reasonable

results from the Company's efforts in making capital investments in

the system and in complying with increasing regulatory standards.

In light of those factors as previously discussed and based upon

the recor, d on the instant proceeding, the Commission concludes that

a fair operating margi, n that the Company should have an opportunity

to earn is 7.52':, which requires annual operating revenues of

$175, 405. The following Table reflects an operating margin of

7.52'::
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adequate service. The Commission finds that while the proposed

level of revenues and corresponding rates and charges are

unreasonable, the level of revenues determined to be reasonable

results from the Company's efforts in making capital investments in

the system and in complying with increasing regulatory standards.

In light of those factors as previously discussed and based upon

the record on the instant proceeding, the Commission concludes that

a fair operating margin that the Company should have an opportunity

to earn is 7.52%, which requires annual operating revenues of

$175,405. The following Table reflects an operating margin of
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TABLE E

Operating Revenues
Oper'ating Expenses
Net Operating Income
Add: Customer Growth
Total Income for Retur:n

$4, 577, 323
3, 745, 127

832, 196
7, 126

839 322

Operat. ing Nargin {Aft.er Interest) 7.52:

While the Commission is aware of the impact an the customers

of granting addi. tional annual revenues in the amaunt of $175, 405,

the Company has provided justification for such an increase, and

the schedule of rates and charges approved herein depict just and

reasonable rates.
EVIDENCE AND CONCLUSIONS FOR FINDINGS OF FACTS NOS. 14 AND 15

The Commission will spread the increase among the various

services offered by the Company in the followi. ng manner:

Water

The Company is currently charging $6. 00/month for its basic

facility charge {BFC) for residential ~ater service in the Glen

Village Subdivision, $6.50/month BFC for residential water service

in the Oak Grove Subdivision, and $7. 00/month BFC in all other

residential subdivisions. The Company proposes to increase its BFC

for all residenti. al subdivi. sions ta $8. 00/month. The Commission

concludes that, except for the Oak Grove Subdivision, the BFC

should remain at i. ts current r:ate. The Commission recognizes that

CWS acquired the Oak Grove Subdivision from Oak Grove Estates

Utilities, Inc. in 1991 and that its BFC .is not the same as other

Company subdivisions. The Commissian finds that the BFC for the
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TABLE E

Operating Revenues

Operating Expenses

Net Operating Income
Add: Customer: Growth

Total Income fox Return

Operating Margin (After Interest)

$4,577,323

3,745,127

832,196

7,126

839,322

7.52%

While the Commission is aware of the impact on the customers

of granting additional annual revenues in the amount of $175,405,

the Company has provided justification fox such an increase, and

the schedule of rates and charges approved herein depict just and

reasonable rates.

EVIDENCE AND CONCLUSIONS FOR FINDINGS OF FACTS NOS. 14 AND 15

The Commission will spread the increase among the various

services offered by the Company in the following manner:

Water

The Company is currently charging $6.00/month for its basic

facility charge (BFC) fox residential water service in the Glen

Village Subdivision, $6.50/month BFC for residential water service

in the Oak Grove Subdivision, and $7.00/month BFC in all other

residential subdivisions. The Company proposes to increase its BFC

for all residential subdivisions to $8.00/month. The Commission

concludes that, except for the Oak Grove Subdivision, the BFC

should remain at its current [ate. The Commission recognizes that

CWS acquired the Oak Grove Subdivision from Oak Grove Estates

Utilities, Inc. in 1991 and that its BFC is not the same as other

Company subdivisions. The Commission finds that the BFC for the
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Oak Grove Subdivision should be increased to $7. 00/month in order

to be consistent with the BFC of other subdivisions. The

Commission concludes, however, that Glen Village's customers have

demonstrated rationale in the past for different charges and t.o

increase their BFC to $7. 00/month would result i.n a significant

increase. Therefore, the BFC for Glen Village will remain at

$6. 00/'month.

The Company proposed to increase its BFC for commercial

customers as follows:

NETER SIZE PROPOSED

5/8 ll

II

j 5 ll

2 II

3 lt

4 tf

NETER
NETER
NETER
NETER
METER
NETER

$7. 00
$7. 00
$7. 00
$7.00
$7. 00
$7.00

8.00
20. 00
40. 00
64. 00

$128.00
$200. 00

In order to achieve the established operating margin, the

Commission approves the foll. owing BFC for commer'cial customers:

APPROVED

5/8 II

] ft

5 If

2 II

3 11

4 II

7. 00
17.50
35.00
56. 00

$112.00
$175.00

The Company proposed to increase the commodity charge for

water from $2. 30/1, 000 gallons for Glen Village, $1.70/'1, 000

gallons for Oak Grove, and $2. 60/1, 000 gallons for other

subdivisions to $3.32/1, 000 gallons for both residential and

commercial customers. To ach.ieve the approved operating margin and

level of revenues, the proposed commodity charge should be
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Oak Grove Subdivision should be increased to $7.00/month in order

to be consistent with the BFC of other subdivisions. The

Commission concludes, however, that Glen Village's customers have

demonstrated rationale in the past for different charges and to

increase their BFC to $7.00/month would result in a significant

increase. Therefore, the BFC for Glen Village will remain at

$6.00/month.

The Company proposed to increase its BFC for commercial

customers as follows:

METER SIZE PRESENT PROPOSED

5/8" METER $7.00 $ 8.00
i" METER $7.00 $ 20.00

1.5" METER $7.00 $ 40.00

2" METER $7.00 $ 64.00

3" METER $7.00 $128.00

4" METER $7.00 5200.00

In order to achieve the established operating margin, the

Commission approves the following BFC for commercial customers:

METER SIZE APPROVED

5/8" METER 5 7.00
i" METER 5 17.50

1.5" METER 5 35.00

2" METER $ 56.00

3" METER $1.12.00

4" METER 51"75.00

The Company proposed to increase the commodity charge for

water from $2.30/1,000 gallons for Glen Village, $1.70/1,000

gallons for Oak Grove, and $2.60/i,000 gallons for other

subdivisions to $3.32/i,000 gallons for both residential and

commercial customers. To achieve the approved operating margin and

level of revenues, the proposed commodity charge should be
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increased to $2. 75/1, 000 gallons for, both residential and

commercial customers, with the exception of Glen Village, Oak

Grove, Heatherwood, Idlewood, and Calvin Acres. The Commission5

has determined that the rate for Oak Grove should increase from

$1.70/1, 000 gallons to $2. 30/1, 000 gallons (rather than $2. 75/1, 000

gallons) in order to enable those customers to avoid a

disproportional increase in thei. r monthly water bi. ll.
The Commission denies any increase in the commodity charge for

Glen Village, Heatherwood, and Xdlewood. As previously stated,

Glen Village has established rationale for different rates in past

proceedings and the Commission perceives no reason to alter its
charge for this area. Further, customers in the Heatherwood and

Idlewood Subdivisions testified as to receipt of poor quality

wat. er. Since these subdivisions are not being considered for bulk

water service due to their physical location, the Commission finds

these areas should not have to pay an increased commodity charge.

Finally, since Calvin Acres' customer's have been billed on a

flat rate bas,is, the Commission requires that. the Company give

proper notice to those customers before implementing the approved

metered rate. Once proper notice has been given to the customers,

the Company may bill the customers in Calvin Acres at $7.00 BFC and

$2. 30/month commodity charge.

The Company proposed to change its current tap fee from $250

for Oak Grove and Calvin Acres to a 9100 ~ater service connection

5. Calvin Acres was acquired by CNS since it. s last rate case.
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increased to $2.75/i,000 gallons for both residential and

commercial customers, with the exception of Glen Village, Oak
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has determined that the rate for Oak Grove should increase from

$1.70/1,000 gallons to $2.30/1,000 gallons (rather than $2.75/1,000

gallons) in order to enable those customers to avoid a

disproportional increase in their monthly water bill.

The Commission denies any increase in the commodity charge for

Glen Village, Heatherwood, and Idlewood. As previously stated,

Glen Village has established rationale for different rates in past

proceedings and the Commission perceives no reason to alter its

charge for this area. Further, customers in the Heatherwood and

Idlewood Subdivisions testified as to receipt of poor quality

water. Since these subdivisions are not being considered for bulk

water service due to their physical location, the Commission finds

these areas should not have to pay an increased commodity charge.

Finally, since Calvin Acres' customers have been billed on a

flat rate basis, the Commission requires that the Company give

proper notice to those customers before implementing the approved

metered rate. Once proper notice has been given to the customers,

the Company may bill the customers in Calvin Acres at $7.00 BFC and

$2.30/month commodity charge.

The Company proposed to change its current tap fee from $250

for Oak Grove and Calvin Acres to a $i00 water service connection

5. Calvin Acres was acquired by CWS since its last rate case.
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fee per single family equivalent {SFE) and a plant impact fee of

$400 per. SFE. The Company is currently authorized to collect a

$100 water service connection fee and a $400 water plant impact. fee

for its other subdivisions. The Commission concludes that these

current rates should also be approved for Oak Grove and Calvin

Acres.

The Company proposed to incr. ease its "customer account charge"

to $27. The Company provided information that this fee was a

one-time fee to defray the set up costs of initiating service. The

Commission finds this charge to be reasonable and approves the

charge for all subdivisions with the exceptions of Glen Village and

Calvin Acres. The customer account. charge for Glen Village shall

remain at the current rate of $20. The customer account charge for

Calvin Acres shall be established at $20.

The Company proposed to increase i. ts reconnection charge to

$35 for customers in Oak Grove and Calvin Acres. CNS' other

customers currently pay a reconnect. ion charge of $35 if their water

service is disconnected for any rea, son set forth in 26 S.C. Regs.

103-732.5. The Commissi. on hereby approves a $35 reconnection fee

for all subdivisions.

The Company proposes to establish a charge of $20. 00 for meter

testing. The Commission concludes that approval of this charge

would necessitate a change in its regulations. At the current time

the Commission believes a specific charge for meter testing is

unnecessary. Therefore, the Commission denies this requested

charge.

DOCKETNO. 91-641-W/S - ORDERNO. 9:3-402
MAY ii, 1993
PAGE 39

fee per single family equivalent (SFE) and a plant impact fee of

$400 per SFE. The Company is currently authorized to collect a

$i00 water service connection fee and a $400 water plant impact fee
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one-time fee to defray the set up costs of initiating service. The

Commission finds this charge to be reasonable and approves the

charge for all subdivisions with the exceptions of Glen Village and

Calvin Acres. The customer account charge for Glen Village shall
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Sewer

The Company presently charges its sewer collection and

treatment cust. omers the monthly charges set forth in Table F

below and proposes to increase that char:ge as noted in Table F.

TABLE F

GLEN VILLAGE PER MONTH

OAK GROVE PER MONTH

MOBILE HOMES PER MONTH

RESIDENTIAL PER MONTH

COMMERCIAL PER MONTH

PRESENT

$18.75

$17.00

$18.75

$25. 00

$25. 00/S. F.E.

PROPOSED

829. 00

$29. 00

$21.75

$29. 00

029. 00

The Company currently charges its collection only customers

$14.00/month and proposes to increase this charge to $17.50/month.

To achieve the approved operating margin and level of

revenues, the proposed charge for collection and treatment

customers should be increased as noted in Table G.

TABLE G

GLEN VILLAGE PER MONTH

OAK GROVE PEB MONTH

MOBILE HOMES PER MONTH

RESIDENTIAL PER MONTH

COMMERCIAL PER MONTH

APPROVED

$18.75

$20. 00

919.50

$26. 00

926. 00/SFE

Further, the proposed charge for collection only customers should
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Sewer

The Company presently charges its sewer collection and

treatment customers the monthly charges set forth in Table F

below and proposes to increase that charge as noted in Table F.

TABLE F

GLEN VILLAGE PER MONTH

OAK GROVE PER MONTH

MOBILE HOMES PER MONTH

RESIDENTIAL PER MONTH

COMMERCIAL PER MONTH

PRESENT PROPOSED

$18.75 $29.00

$17.00 $29.00

$18.75 $21.75

$25.00 $29.00

$25.00/S.F.E. $29.00

The Company currently charges its collection only customers

$14.00/month and proposes to increase this charge to $17.50/month.

To achieve the approved operating margin and level of

revenues, the proposed charge for collection and treatment

customers should be increased as noted in Table G.

TABLE G

GLEN VILLAGE PER MONTH

OAK GROVE PER MONTH

MOBILE HOMES PER MONTH

RESIDENTIAL PER MONTH

COMMERCIAL PER MONTH

APPROVED

$1,8.75

$20.00

$19.50

$26.00

$26.00/SFE

Further, the proposed charge for collection only customers should
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be increased to 915.00/month.

The Company proposed to increase its "customer account charge"

to $27 for all subdivisions. The Company provided information that,

this fee was a one-time fee to defray the set up costs of

initiating service. The Commission finds this charge to be

reasonable and approves same wit. h the exception of Glen Village and

Calvin Acres. The customer account charge for Glen Village will

remain $20. The customer account charge for Calvin Acres will be

established at 920.

The Company proposes to charge its customers to whom it. mails

notices of di. sconnection required by 26 S.C. Regs. 103-535.1 $7.00.

Currently, CWS is authorized to charge $4. 00 for this service. The

Commission concludes that $4. 00 i. s an appropriate amount to assess

for the clerical and mailing costs of such notices. This fee is

hereby approved for all subdivisions.

The Company proposes to increase the pumping charge from $120

to $150. This charge is assessed to customers for whom the Company

pumps out the interceptor tank. The Commission finds no evidence

to support an increase in thi. s charge and, therefore, denies the

proposed incr'ease.

The Company proposes to charge 935 for reconnection when an

elder valve is used. This procedure would be used, when available,

instead of physically disconnecting the servi. ce. The Commission

finds this fee appropriate and hereby approves a charge of 935 when

an elder valve is used, instead of the 9250 reconnection charge.

In CWS' last rate .increase application the Commission approved
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be increased to $15.00/month.

The Company proposed to increase its "customer account charge"

to $27 for all subdivisions. The Company provided information that

this fee was a one-time fee to defray the set up costs of

initiating service. The Commission finds this charge to be

reasonable and approves same with the exception of Glen Village and

Calvin Acres. The customer account charge for Glen Village will

remain $20. The customer account charge for Calvin Acres will be

established at $20.

The Company proposes to charge its customers to whom it mails

notices of disconnection required by 26 S.C. Regs. 103-535.1 $7.00.

Currently, CWS is authorized to charge $4.00 for this service. The

Commission concludes that $4.00 is an appropriate amount to assess

for the clerical and mailing costs of such notices. This fee is

hereby approved for all subdivisions.

The Company proposes to increase the pumping charge from $120

to $150. This charge is assessed to customers for whom the Company

pumps out the interceptor tank. The Commission finds no evidence

to support an increase in this charge and, therefore, denies the

proposed increase.

The Company proposes to charge $35 fox reconnection when an

elder valve is used. This procedure would be used, when available,

instead of physically disconnecting the service. The Commission

finds this fee appropriate and hereby approves a charge of $35 when

an elder valve is used, instead of the $250 reconnection charge.

In CWS' last rate increase application the Commission approved
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an Environmental Impact Surcharge (EIS) of $10/month for Roosevelt

Gardens Subdivision. See Order No. 90-694 (August 1, 1990). This

surcharge applies in those situations where a wastewater treatment

system has treatment. standards of 21 BOD and 30 TSS (or stricter
standards) and which system after January .1, 1990 is required by

the South Carolina Department. of Health and Environmental Control

(DHEC) or other governmental entity to be upgraded through capital

improvements. At the time it approved this surcharge the Commission

stated it reserved the right. to make further findings regarding the

fee.
In this proceeding, the Consumer Advocate recommended that the

Commission disapprove the continuation of the EIS for the Roosevelt

Gardens Subdivision. In light of the fact that CNS has not

collected the currently approved EIS, the Commission finds and

concludes that continuation of the charge is unnecessary.

Therefore, the Commission approves the Consumer Advocate's

recommendation.

CNS proposes to discontinue collecti. on of a $250 sewer tap fee

for Oak Grove and, instead, collect a 9100 per SFE service

connection charge and $400 per SFE plant i.mpact fee. The

Commission finds that these two proposed charges for Oak Grove are

consistent with its current service connection and plant impact fee

for other subdivis. ions. Therefore, the Commission approves the

charges.

EVIDENCE AND CONCLUSIONS FOR FINDINGS OF FACT NO. 16 AND 17

CNS proposed t.o enter into several cont. racts with
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fee.

In this proceeding, the Consumer Advocate recommended that the

Commission disapprove the continuation of the EIS for the Roosevelt

Gardens Subdivision. In light of the fact that CWS has not

collected the currently approved EIS, the Commission finds and

concludes that continuation of the charge is unnecessary.

Therefore, the Commission approves the Consumer Advocate's

recommendation.

CWS proposes to discontinue collection of a $250 sewer tap fee

for Oak Grove and, instead, collect a $i00 per SFE service

connection charge and $400 per SFE plant impact fee. The

Commission finds that these two proposed charges for Oak Grove are

consistent with its current service connection and plant impact fee

for other subdivisions. Therefore, the Commission approves the

charges.

EVIDENCE AND CONCLUSIONS FOR FINDINGS OF FACT NO. 16 AND 17

CWS proposed to enter into several contracts with
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municipalities and/or counties for the bulk supply of water. CWS

proposed to resell this bulk water to its customers at the rate at

which it purchased the water plus a distri, bution charge of6

$1.81/thousand gallons. Company witness Demaree testified that CWS

was currently negotiating bulk water supply contracts with York

County, Lexington County, and the City of Nest Columbia. Nr.

Demaree explained that CWS bulk water customers would receive an

improved quality of water and other benefi. ts from receipt of water

from bulk water providers.

Staff wi. tness Burgess testified that, due to various

regulatory standards i, mposed by governmental agencies and

customers' desire for improved water quality, he recommended that

the Commission cons.ider CNS' proposed rate structure for bulk water

purchases. However, Nr. Burgess t.estified that he did not

recommend an automatic "pass through" of the cost. of purchased

water from a municipality or county. Instead, Nr. Burgess

recommended that CNS be required to file its contract with its bulk

water supplier with the Commission for approval, that the contract

be noticed to CNS' affected customers, and that a hearing be held

if the Commission determi. ned it was necessary. Nr. Burgess

explained that CWS' contract with a government entity should

contain safeguards that would protect its customers from unfair or

discriminatory rates or conditions. Hr. Burgess further testified
that, when treatment services are furnished by another entity, the

6. Bulk water customers would be charged the rate charged by the
bulk water supplier to CWS in lieu of the commodity charge.
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municipalities and/or counties for the bulk supply of water. CWS
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recommend an automatic "pass through" of the cost of purchased

water from a municipality or county. Instead, Mr. Burgess

recommended that CWS be required to file its contract with its bulk

water supplier with the Commission for approval, that the contract

be noticed to CWS' affected customers, and that a hearing be held

if the Commission determined it was necessary. Mr. Burgess

explained that CWS' contract with a government entity should

contain safeguards that would protect its customers from unfair or

discriminatory rates or conditions. Mr. Burgess further testified

that, when treatment services are furnished by another entity, the

6. Bulk water customers would be charged the rate charged by the

bulk water supplier to CWS in lieu of the commodity charge.
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sewer treatment charge should be handled in the same manner as the

water "pass through" charge.

Joe L. Rucker, Director of Water Supply, Construction

Division, for DHEC testified he encour. aged CNS to participate in

regional water systems. He explained that regional water systems

typically have a higher quality water source from which to draw

their water supply. Nr. Rucker testified it was his position that

the Company should be allowed to fully r. ecover its wholesale cost

of water from bulk water suppliers.

The Commission directs CWS to take al.l necessary steps to

enter i, nto bulk water arrangements where such a water supply is
available. The Commission anticipates that ther. e will be no

complaints about. water quality at future proceedings where a bulk

supply of water is available. All contracts between CNS and bulk

water suppliers must be filed with the Commission for its appr'oval.

CWS will be required to notify all affected customers of its
intention to convert to a bulk ~ater supplier and the cost per

1,000 gallons of water as agreed to by the Company in its contract.

CWS shall ensure that its contr. acts contain adequate safeguards to

guarantee that. its customers are treated in the same manner: as

direct customers of the bulk water supplier. The Commission also

adopts the same procedure for contracts which CNS enters into for

sewer treatment services.

In order to produce the approved operating margin the

Commission establishes a distribution charge for bulk water
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sewer treatment charge should be handled in the same manner as the

water' "pass through" charge.

Joe L. Rucker, Director of Water Supply, Construction

Division, for DHEC testified he encouraged CWS to participate in

regional water systems. He explained that regional water systems

typically have a higher quality water source from which to draw

their water supply. Mr. Rucker testified it was his position that

the Company should be allowed to fully recover its wholesale cost

of water from bulk water suppliers.

The Commission directs CWS to take all necessary steps to

enter into bulk water arrangements where such a water supply is

available. The Commission anticipates that there will be no

complaints about water quality at future proceedings where a bulk

supply of water is available. All contracts between CWS and bulk

water suppliers must be filed with the Commission for its approval.

CWS will be required to notify all affected customers of its

intention to convert to a bulk water supplier and the cost per

1,000 gallons of water as agreed to by the Company in its contract.

CWS shall ensure that its contracts contain adequate safeguards to

guarantee that its customers are treated in the same manner as

direct customers of the bulk water supplier. The Commission also

adopts the same procedure for contracts which CWS enters into for

sewer treatment services.

In order to produce the approved operating margin the

Commission establishes a distribution charge fox bulk water
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customers of $1.50/1, 000 gallons. As indicated by Nr. Demaree's7

testimony, CNS' distribution expenses are 54. 5': of the cost for

distribution and supply. S.ince the Commission has previously

approved a commodity charge of 92. 75/1, 000 gallons (which covers

the expense for both distribution and supply), the Commission finds

that $1.50/1, 000 gallons is the appropriate distribution charge.

The Commission finds and concludes that. the rates and charges

approved herein achieve a balance between the interests of the

Company and those of its customers. These rates and charges result

in a reasonable attainment of the Commission's ratemaking

objectives in light of applicable statutory safeguards.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:

1. The proposed schedules of rates and charges by the

Company are found to be unreasonable and ar. e hereby denied.

2. The schedule of rates and charges attached hereto as

Appendix A are hereby approved for service rendered on or after the

date of this Order. The schedules are deemed to be filed with the

Commission pursuant. to S.C. Code Ann. $58-5-240 (1976), as amended.

3. Should these schedules not. be placed in effect until

three (3) months from the effective date of this Order, the

schedules shall not be charged without written permission from the

Commission.

4. The Company shall maintain its books and records for

7. This distribution charge is in addition to the BFC approved
earlier in this Order and the contract rate between CNS and the
bulk water supplier.

DOCKETNO. 91-641-W/S - ORDERNO. 93-402
MAY ii, 1993
PAGE 45

customers of $1.50/1,000 gallons. AS indicated by Mr. Demaree's
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the expense for both distribution and supply), the Commission finds
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approved herein achieve a balance between the interests of the

Company and those of its customers. These rates and charges result

in a reasonable attainment of the Commission's ratemaking

objectives in light of applicable statutory safeguards.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:

i. The proposed schedules of rates and charges by the

Company are found to be unreasonable and are hereby denied.
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three (3) months from the effective date of this Order, the
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Commission.
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earlier in this Order and the contract rate between CWS and the

bulk water supplier.
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water and sewer operations in accordance with the NARUC Uniform

System of Accounts for Class B Water and Sewer Utilities, as

adopted by this Commission.

5. This Order shall remain in full force and effect until

further Order of the Commission.

BY ORDER OF THE CONNISSION:

i rman

ATTEST:

Executive irector

(SEAL)
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water and sewer operations in accordance with the NARUCUniform

System of Accounts for Class B Water and Sewer Utilities, as

adopted by this Commission.

5. This Order shall remain in full force and effect until

further' Order of the Commission.

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION:

ATTEST:

Executive Director

(SEAL)



APPENDIX A

CAROLINA WATER SERVICE, INC.

FILED PURSUANT TO DOCKET NO. 91-641-W/'S- ORDER NO. 93-402
EFFECTIVE DATE: NAY 11, 1993

SCHEDUI. E OF RATES AND CHARGES
WATER

Nonthly Charges

Residential

Basic Facilities Charge — Residential
Nonthly charge per single family
house, condomi. nium, mobile home
or. apartment unit:

Commodity Charge:

97.00 per unit

$2. 75 per 1,000
gallons or 134 cft

Idlewood &

Heatherwood
Basic Facilities:
Commodity Charge:

Glen Village:
Basic Facilities:
Commodity:

Oak Grove Residential
Basic Facilities:
Commodity:

Oak Grove Commercial
Basic Facilities:
5/8 "meter
2" meter.
Commodity:

Calvin Acres
Basic Facilities:
Commodity:
(Flat Rate Applies Until Noticed)

$7. 00
$2. 60 per 1,000
gals.

$6. 00
92. 30 per 1, 000
gals.

$7. 00
$2. 30 per 1,000
gal. s.

7.00
$56. 00
$2. 30 per 1,000
gals.

$7. 00
$2. 30 per' 1,000

$15.00

APPENDIX A

CAROLINA WATER SERVICE, INC.

FILED PURSUANT TO DOCKET NO. 91-641-W/S- ORDER NO. 93-402

EFFECTIVE DATE: MAY ii, 1993

SCHEDULE OF RATES AND CHARGES

WATER

° Monthly Charges

Residential

Basic Facilities Charge -- Residential

Monthly charge per single family
house, condominium, mobile home

or apartment unit:

Commodity Charge:

Idlewood &

Heatherwood

Basic Facilities:

Commodity Charge:

Glen Village:
Basic Facilities:

Commodity:

Oak Grove Residential

Basic Facilities:

Commodity:

Oak Grove Commercial

Basic Facilities:

5/8 "meter

2" meter

Commodity:

Calvin Acres

Basic Facilities:

Commodity:

(Flat Rate Applies Until Noticed)

$7.00 per unit

$2.75 per 1,000

gallons or 134 eft

$7.00

$2.60 per 1,000

gals.

$6.00

$2.30 per 1,000

gals.

$7.00

$2.30 per 1,000

gals.

$ 7.00

$56.0o
$2.30 per 1,000

gals.

$7.00

$2.30 per 1,000

$15.00
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Commercial

5/8"
j ll

j 511

2 II

3 11

4 II

meter 7.00
17.50
35.00
56. 00

$112.00
$175.00

Commodity Charge: $2. 75 per 1,000
gallons or 134 cft

Charge for Water Distributi. on Only

Where water is purchased from a government body or agency or other:
entity for distribution and resale by the Company, the following
rates appl. y:

Residential

Basic Facilities Charge — Residenti. al
Nonthly charge per single family
house, condominium, mobile home
or apar. 'tment unit: $7. 00 per unit

Commodity charge: $1.50 per 1,000
gallons or 134 cft

Commerci. al — monthly charge
by meter size.
Commercial

5/8 II

II

5 11

2 lt

3 II

4 tl

meter 7.00
17.50
35.00
56. 00

$112.00
8175.00

Commodity charge: 91.50 per 1,000
gallons or 134 cft

The Ut.i. lity will also charge for the cost of water purchased from
the government body or agency, or other entity. The charges
imposed or charged by the gover. nment body or agency, or other
entity providing the water supply wi. ll be charged to the Ut. ility's
affected customers on a pro rata basis without markup.

Commercial

Commodity Charge:

5/8" meter
" 't

i. 5" "

2 " ,t

,1 ,!

_'1 t'

$ 7.00

$ 17.50

$ 35.0o
$ 56.00
$112.00

$175.00

$2.75 per 1,000

gallons or 134 cft

. Charge for Water Distribution Only

Where water is purchased from a government body or agency or other

entity for distribution and resale by the Company, the following

rates apply:

Residential

Basic Facilities Charge - Residential

Monthly charge per single family

house, condominium, mobile home

or apartment unit:

Commodity charge:

Commercial - monthly charge

by meter size.

Commercial

$7.00 per unit

$11.50 per 1,000

gallons or 134 cft

Commodity charge:

5/8" meter $ 7.00

i" " $ 17.50

1.5" " $ 35.00

2" " $ 56.00

3" " $112.00

4" " $175.00

$1.50 per 1,000

gallons or 134 cft

The Utility will also charge for the cost of water purchased from

the government body or agency, or other entity. The charges

imposed or charged by the gove[nment body or agency, or other

entity providing the water supply will be charged to the Utility's

affected customers on a pro rata basis without markup.

- 2 -



Commercial customers ar: e those are not included in the residential
category above and include, but not limited to hotels, stores,
restaurants, offices, industry, etc.
The Utili, ty will, for the convenience of the owner, bill a tenant.
However:, all arrearages must be satisfied befor. e service will be
provi. ded to a new tenant or. before interrupted service wil, l be
restored. Failure to pay for services rendered to a tenant may
result in service interruptions.

When, because of the method of water line installation utilized by
the developer or owner, it is i.mpract. ical to meter each unit
separately, service will be provided through a single meter, and
consumption of all units will be averaged; a bill will be
calculated based on that average and result multiplied by the
number of units served by a single meter.

Nonrecurring Charges

A) Water Service Connection $100 per SFE*
B) Plant Impact Fee $400 per SFE*

The nonrecurring charges listed above are minimum charges and apply
even if the equivalency rating of a non r;esident. ial customer is
less than one (1). If the equivalency rating of a non residential
customer i. s greater than one (1), then the proper charge may be
obtained by multiplying the equivalency rating by the appropriate
fee. These charges apply and are due at the time new service i. s
applied for, or. at. the time connection to the water system i, s
requested.

Account Set-Up and Reconnect. ion Charges

a. Customer Account Charge: A fee shall be charged as a one-time
fee to defray the costs of initiating service.

Calvi. n Acr es
Glen Village
All Others

$20. 00
$20. 00
$27. 00

b. Reconnection Charges: In addition to any other charges that
may be due, a reconnection fee of thirty five dollars ($35.00)
shall be due pri. or to the Utility reconnecti. ng service which
has been disconnected for. any reason set forth in Commission
Rule R. 103-732.4. The amount of the reconnection fee shall be
in accordance with R. 103-732.4 and shall be changed to conform
with said rule as the rule is amended from time to time.
Customers who ask to be reconnected within nine months of
disconnection will be charged the monthly basic facil. ity charge
for the servi. ce period they were disconnected. The
reconnection fee shall also be due prior to reconnection if
water service has been disconnected at the request of the
customer.

Commercial customers are those are not included in the residential

category above and include, but not limited to hotels, stores,

restaurants, offices, industry, etc.

The Utility will, for the convenience of the owner, bill a tenant.

However', all arrearages must be satisfied before service will be

provided to a new tenant or before interrupted service will be

restored. Failure to pay for services rendered to a tenant may

result in service interruptions.

When, because of the method of water line installation utilized by

the developer or owner, it is impractical to meter each unit

separately, service will be provided through a single meter, and

consumption of all units will be averaged; a bill will be

calculated based on that average and result multiplied by the

number of units served by a single meter.

.

,

Nonrecurring Charges

A) Water Service Connection

B) Plant Impact Fee

$i00 per SFE*

$400 per' SFE*

The nonrecurring charges listed above are minimum charges and apply

even if the equivalency rating of a non residential customer is

less than one (i). If the equivalency rating of a non residential

customer is greater than one (i), then the proper charge may be

obtained by multiplying the equivalency rating by the appropriate

fee. These charges apply and are due at the time new service is

applied fox, or at the time connection to the water system is

requested.

Account Set-Up and Reconnection Charges

a . Customer Account Charge: A fee shall be charged as a one-time

fee to defray the costs of initiating service.

Calvin Acres

Glen Village
All Others

$20.00

$20.00
$27.00

b , Reconnection Charges: In addition to any other charges that

may be due, a reconnection fee of thirty five dollars ($35.00)

shall be due prior to the Utility reconnecting service which

has been disconnected for any reason set forth in Commission
Rule R.I03-732.4. The amount of the reconnection fee shall be

in accordance with R.I03-732.4 and shall be changed to conform

with said rule as the rule is amended from time to time.

Customers who ask to be reconnected within nine months of

disconnection will be charged the monthly basic facility charge

for the service period they were disconnected. The

reconnection fee shall also be due prior to reconnection if

water service has been disconnected at the request of the

customer.
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Bi, lling Cycle

Recurring charges wi. ll be billed bimonthly in arrears.
Nonrecurr:i. ng charges will be billed and collected in advance of
service being provided.

Late Payment Charges

Any balance unpaid within twenty-five (25) days of the billing date
shall be assessed a late payment charge of one and one-half
percent (1 1/2':) for each month, or any part of a month, that said
payment is late.
Tax Nultiplier

Except as otherwise provided by contract approved by the South
Carolina Public Service Commission, amounts paid or transferred to
the Utility by customers, builders, developers or others, ei. ther in
the form of cash or property, shall be increased by a cash payment
in an amount equal to the income taxes owed on the cash or property
transferred to the Utility by customers, builder, s, developers, or
others and properl. y classified as a contr. ibution or advance in aid
of construction in accordance with the Uniform System of Accounts.
Included in this classificati. on ar: e water service connection
charges and plant impact fees.

Construction Standards

The Uti. lity requires all construction to be performed in accordance
with generally accepted engineering standards, at a minimum. The
Uti. lity from time to ti.me may require that more stringent
construction standards be followed.

Extension of Utility Service Lines and Nains

The Ut. ility shall have no obligation at i. ts expense to extend its
utility service lines or mai, ns in order to permit any customer to
connect to its water system. However, anyone or any entity which
is willing to pay all costs associated with extending an
appropriatel. y sized and constructed main or utility service line
from his/her/its premises to any appropriate connection point, to
pay the appropriate fees and charges set forth in this rate
schedule, and comply with the guideli. nes and standards hereof,
shall not be denied service, unl. ess water supply is unavailable or
unless the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental
Control or other government entity has restricted the Utility fr'om
adding for any reason additional customers to the serving water
system. In no event will the Utility be required to construct.
addit. ional water supply capaci. ty to serve any customer or entity
wi, thout an agreement acceptable to the Utility first having been
reached for the payment of all costs associated with adding water
supply capacity to the affected water, system.

* A Single Family Equivalent (SFE) shall be determined by using the
South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control
Guidelines for Unit Contr. i. butory Loadings for Wastewater
Treatment--1990.

5. Billing Cycle

o

•

•

•

Recurring charges will be billed bimonthly in arrears.

Nonrecurring charges will be billed and collected in advance of

service being provided.

Late Payment Charges

Any balance unpaid within twenty-five (25) days of the billing date

shall be assessed a late payment charge of one and one-half

percent (I 1/2%) fox each month, or any part of a month, that said

payment is late.

Tax Multiplier

Except as otherwise provided by contract approved by the South

Carolina Public Service Commission, amounts paid or transferred to

the Utility by customers, builders, developers oK others, either in

the form of cash or property, shall be increased by a cash payment

in an amount equal to the income taxes owed on the cash oK' property

transferred to the Utility by customers, builders, developers, or

others and properly classified as a contribution or advance in aid

of construction _n accordance with the Uniform System of Accounts.
Included in this classification are water service connection

charges and plant impact fees.

Construction Standards

The Utility requires all construction to be performed in accordance

with generally accepted engineering standards, at a minimum• The

Utility from time to time may require that more stringent

construction standards be followed.

Extension of Utility Service Lines and Mains

The Utility shall have no obligation at its expense to extend its

utility service lines or mains in order to permit any customer to

connect to its water system• However, anyone oK' any entity which

is willing to pay all costs associated with extending an

appropriately sized and constructed main or utility service line

from his/her/its premises to any appropriate connection point,to

pay the appropriate fees and charges set forth in this rate

schedule, and comply with the guidelines and standards hereof,

shall not. be denied service, unless water supply is unavailable or

unless the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental

Control or other government entity has restricted the Utility from

adding fox any reason additional customers to the serving water

system• In no event will the Utility be required to construct

additional water supply capacity to serve any customer oK entity

without an agreement acceptable to the Utility first having been

reached for the payment of all costs associated with adding water

supply capacity to the affected water system•

* A Single Family Equivalent (SFE) shall be determined by using the

South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control

Guidelines for Unit Contributory Loadings for Wastewater
Treatment--1990.
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SCHEDULE OF RATES AND CHARGES
SEWER

Monthly Charges

Residential — monthly charge per
single-family house, condominium,
villa, or apartment unit. :
Gl. en Village

$26. 00 per unit

$18.75 per unit

Oak Grove
Residential
Commercial

$20. 00 per unit
$20. 00 per SFE*

Mobile Homes — monthly charge:

Commercial — monthly charge:

$19.50 per unit

$26. 00 per SFE*

Commercial customers are those not included in the residential
category above and include, but are not limited to, hotels, stores,
restaurants, offices, industry, etc.
Charge for Sewage Collection Service On~1

When sewage is collected by the Utility and transferred to a
government body or agency, or other entity, for treatment, the
Utility's rates are as fol. lows:

Residential — monthly charge per
single-family house, condominium,
or apartment uni. t $15.00 per unit

Commercial — monthly charge per
single-family equivalent 915.00 per SFE*

The Uti. lity will also charge for treatment services provided by the
government body or agency, or other ent.ity. The rates imposed or
charged by the government body or agency, or other entity providing
treatment will be charged to the Ut. ility's affected customers on a
pro rata basis, without markup. Where the Utility is requir'ed
under the terms of the 201/208 Plan to interconnect to the sewage
treatment system of a government body of agency or other ent.ity and
tap/connection/impact fees are imposed by that. ent. ity, such
tap/connection/impact fees will be charged to the Utility's
affected customers on a pro rata basis, without markup,

In the case of a landlord/tenant relationship where the tenant is
the customer, the Utility may requi. re the landlord to execute an
agreement. , wherein such landlord agrees to be responsible for all
charges billed to the premises in accordance with the approved
tariffs and the Rules of the Commission, and said account. shall be
considered the landlord's and tenant's account. In the event the
landlord refuses to execute such an agreement, the Utility may not
discontinue service to the premises unless and unt, il the tenant

.

SCHEDULE OF RATES AND CHARGES

SEWER

Monthly Charges

Residential - monthly charge per

single-family house, condominium,

villa, or apartment unit: $26.00 per unit

Glen Village $18.75 per unit

Oak Grove

Residential

Commercial

$20.00 per unit

$20.00 per SFE*

Mobile Homes -. monthly charge: $19.50 per unit

Commercial - monthly charge: $26.00 per SFE*

Commercial customers are those not included in the residential

category above and include, but are not limited to, hotels, stores,

restaurants, offices, industry, etc.

Charge for Sewage Collection Service Only

When sewage is collected by the Utility and transferred to a

government body oK agency, or other entity, for treatment, the

Utility's rates are as follows:

Residential -monthly charge per

single-family house, condominium,

or apartment unit $1.5.00 per unit

Commercial - monthly charge per

single-family equivalent $15.00 per SFE*

The Utility will also charge for treatment services provided by the

government body or agency, or other entity. The rates imposed oK

charged by the government body or agency, or other entity providing

treatment will be charged to the Utility's affected customers on a

pro rata basis, without markup. Where the Utility is required

under the terms of the 20]./208 Plan to interconnect to the sewage

treatment system of a government body of agency or other entity and

tap/connection/impact fees are imposed by that entity, such

tap/connection/impact fees will be charged to the Utility's

affected customers on a pro rata basis, without markup.

In the case of a landlord/tenant relationship where the tenant is

the customer, the Utility may require the landlord to execute an

agreement, wherein such landlord agrees to be responsible fox all

charges billed to the premises in accordance with the approved

tariffs and the Rules of the Commission, and said account shall be

considered the landlord's and tenant's account. In the event the

landlord refuses to execute such an agreement, the Utility may not

discontinue service to the premises unless and until the tenant
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becomes delinquent. on his account or until the premises are
vacated. The Utility may discontinue service pursuant to
R. 103-535.1 if the account is del. inquent or may discontinue servi. ce
at the time the premises are vacated and the Utili. ty shall not be
required to furnish service to the premises until the landlord has
executed the agreement, and paid any reconnection charges.

Solids Interce tor Tanks
For all customer. s receiving sewage collection service through
an approved solids interceptor tank, the following additional
charges shall apply.

Pumping CharcCe: At such time as the Uti. lity determines through
its inspection that excessive solids have accumulated in the
interceptor tank, the Utility will arrange for, pumping the tank
and will include $120.00 as a separate item in the next regular
billing to the customer.

required to transport the customer's sewage from soli. ds
interceptor tank to the Utility's sewage collection system, the
Utility will arrange t.o have this pump repaired or replaced as
required and will include the cost of such repair or
replacement and may be paid for over a one year period.

Visual Inspection Port: Xn order for a customer who uses a
solids interceptor tank to receive sewage servi. ce from the
Utility or to continue to receive such service, the customer
shall instal. l at the customer's expense a vi, sual inspection
port which will allow for observat. ion of the contents of the
solids interceptor tank and extraction of test samples
therefrom. Failure to provide such a vi. sual inspection port
after. timely notice of not. less than thirty (30) days shall be
just cause for i.nterruption of service until a visual
inspection port has been i.nstalled.

Nonrecurring Charges

A) Sewer Service Connecti. on Charge $100 per SFE*
8) Plant Impact Fee $400 per SFE*

The nonrecurring charges listed above are minimum charges and apply
even if the equivalency rati. ng of a non residential customer is
less than on (1). Xf the equivalency rating of a non residential
customer is greater than one (1), then the proper charge may be
obt. ained by multiplying the equivalency rating by the appr'opr. iate
fee. These charges apply and are due at the time new service i. s
applied for, or at the time connect. ion to the sewer system is
requested.

Notification, Account Set--Up and Reconnection Charges

Notifi. cation Fee: A fee of four dollars ($4.00) shall be
charged each customer to whom the Utility mails the notice as
required by Commission Rule R. 103-535.1 prior to service being

6

becomes delinquent on his account or until the premises are

vacated. The Utility may discontinue service pursuant to

R.I03-535.1 if the account is delinquent or may discontinue service

at the time the premises are vacated and the Utility shall not be

required to furnish service to the premises until the landlord has

executed the agreement, and paid any reconnection charges.

Solids Interceptor Tanks

For all customers receiving sewage collection service through

an approved solids interceptor tank, the following additional

charges shall apply.

Pumping Charge: At such time as the Utility determines through

its inspection that excessive solids have accumulated in the

interceptor tank, the Utility will arrange for pumping the tank

and will include $120.00 as a separate item in the next regular

billing to the customer.

Pump Repairor Replacement Charge: If a separate pump is

required to transport the customer's sewage from solids

interceptor tank to the Utility's sewage collection system, the

Utility will arrange to have this pump repaired or replaced as

required and will include the cost of such repair or

replacement and may be paid for over a one year period.

Visual Inspection Port: In order for a customer who uses a

solids interceptor tank to receive sewage service from the

Utility or to continue to receive such service, the customer

shall install at the customer's expense a visual inspection

port which will allow for observation of the contents of the

solids interceptor tank and extraction of test samples

therefrom. Failure to provide such a visual inspection port

after timely notice of not less than thirty (30) days shall be

just cause for interruption of service until a visual

inspection port has been installed.

.

Nonrecurring Charges

A) Sewer Service Connection Charge

B) Plant Impact Fee

$I00 per SFE*

$400 per SFE*

The nonrecurring charges listed above are minimum charges and apply

even if the equivalency rating of a non residential customer is

less than on (i). If the equivalency rating of a non residential

customer is greater than one (i), then the proper charge may be

obtained by multiplying the equivalency rating by the appropriate

fee. These charges apply and are due at the time new service is

applied for, or at the time connection to the sewer system is

requested.

Notification, Account Set-Up and Reconnection Charges

a . Notification Fee: A fee of four dollars ($4.00) shall be

charged each customer to whom the Utility mails the notice as

required by Commission Rule R. 103-535.1 prior to service being
- 6 -



discontinued. This fee assesses a portion of the clerical and
mailing costs of such notices to the customers creating the
cost.

b. Customer Account Charge: A fee shall be charged as a one-time
fee to defray the costs of initiating service. This charge
will be waived if the customer also takes water service.

Calvin Acres
Glen Uillage
All Others

820. 00
$20. 00
$27. 00

Reconnection Charges: In addition to any other. charges that
may be due, a reconnection fee of two hundred fifty dollars
(9250.00) shall be due prior to the Utility reconnecting
service which has been disconnected for any reason set forth in
Commission Rule R. 103-532.4 The amount of the reconnection fee
shall be in accordance with R. 103-532.4 and shall be changed to
conform with said rule as the rule i. s amended from time to
time. Where an elder valve has been previously installed, a
reconnection charge of thirty five dollars ($35.00) shall be
due. Customers who ask to be reconnected withi, n nine months of
disconnections will be charged the monthly service char'ge for
the service period they were disconnected.

Billing Cycle

Recurring charges will be billed bimonthly in arrears.
Nonrecurring charges wi, ll be bi. lied and collected in advance of
service being provided.

Late Payment Charges

Any bal, ance unpaid within twenty-five (25) days of the billing
date shall be assessed a late payment. charge of one and one-half
percent (1 1/2':) for each month, or any par. t of a month, that said
payment is late.
Tax Nultiplier.

Except as otherwise provided by cont. ract approved by the South
Carolina Public Service Commission, amounts paid or transferred to
the Utility by customers, builders, developers or. others, either in
the form of cash or property, shall be increased by a cash payment.
in an amount equal to the income taxes owed on the cash or property
transfer. red to the Utility by customers, builders, developers, or.
others and properly classified as a contribut. ion or advance in aid
of construction in accordance with the Uniform System of Accounts.
Included in this classification are sewer service connection
charges and plant impact fees.

.

.

.

discontinued. This fee assesses a portion of the clerical and

mailing costs of such notices to the customers creating the

cost.

b , Customer Account Charge: A fee shall be charged as a one-time

fee to defray the costs of initiating service. This charge
will be waived if the customer also takes water service.

Calvin Acres

Glen Village

All Others

$20.00

$2o.00
$27.00

C • Reconnection Charges: In addition to any other charges that

may be due, a reconnection fee of two hundred fifty dollars

($250.00) shall be due prior to the Utility reconnecting

service which has been disconnected for' any reason set forth in

Commission Rule R.I03-532.4 The amount of the reconnection fee

shall be in accordance with R.103-532.4 and shall be changed to

conform with said rule as the rule is amended from time to

time. Where an elder valve has been previously installed, a

reconnection charge of thirty five dollars ($35.00) shall be

due. Customers who ask to be reconnected within nine months of

disconnections will be charged the monthly service charge for

the service period they were disconnected.

Billing Cycle

Recurring charges will be billed bimonthly in arrears.

Nonrecurring charges will be billed and collected in advance of

service being provided.

Late Payment Charges

Any balance unpaid within twenty-five (25) days of the billing

date shall be assessed a late payment charge of one and one-half

percent (i 1/2%) for each month, or any part of a month, that said

payment is late.

Tax Multiplier

Except as otherwise provided by contract approved by the South

Carolina Public Service Commission, amounts paid or transferred to

the Utility by customers, builders, developers or others, either in

the form of cash or property, shall be increased by a cash payment

in an amount equal to the income taxes owed on the cash oK property

transferred to the Utility by customers, builders, developers, oK

others and properly classified as a contribution or advance in aid

of construction in accordance with the Uniform System of Accounts.

Included in this classification are sewer service connection

charges and plant impact fees.
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Toxic and Pretreatment Effluent Guidelines

The Utility will not accept or treat any substance or material that
has been defined by the United States Envi. ronmental Protection
Agency ("EPA") OR THE SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTNENT. OF HEALTH AND

ENUIRONNENTAL CONTROL ("DHEC") as a t.oxi. c pollutant, hazardous
~aste, or hazardous substance, including pollutants falling wi, thin
the provisions of 40 CFR %129.4 and $401.15. Additionally,
pollutants or poll. utant properties subject to 40 CFR $403. 5 and
$403, 6 are to be processed accordi. ng to the pretreatment standards
applicable to such pollutants or pollutant properti. es, and such
standards constitute the Utility's minimum pretreatment standards.
Any person or entity i.ntroducing any such prohibited or untreated
materials into the Company's sewer system may have service
inter. rupted without notice until such discharges cease, and shall
be l. iable to the Utility for all damages and costs, includi. ng
reasonable attorney's fees, incurred by the Utility as a result
thereof.

Construction Standar. ds

The Ut. ility requires al. l constructi. on to be performed in accordance
with generally accepted engineering standards, at a minimum. The
Utility from t. ime to time may requi. re that more stringent
constructi. on standards be followed.

Extension of. Utility Service Lines and Nains

The Utility shall have no obligation at its expense to extend its
utility service lines or mains in order to permit any customer to
discharge acceptable wastewater into one of its sewer. system.
However. , anyone or any entity which is willing to pay all costs
associated with extending an appropriately sized and constructed
main or util. ity service line from his/her/'its premises to an
appropriate connect, ion point. , to pay the appropr. iate fees and
charges set forth in this rate schedule and to comply with the
guideli. nes and standards hereof. , shall not be denied service,
unless treatment capacity is unavai, lable or unless the South
Carolina Department or Health and Envi. ronmental Control or other
government entity has restricted the Utility from adding for any
reason addit. ional customers to the serving sewer system. In no
event. will the Utility be required to construct additional
wastewater treatment capacity to serve any customer or enti. ty
without. an agreement acceptable to the Utility first having been
reached for the payment of all costs associated with adding
wastewater. treatment capacity to the affected sewer: system.

* A Single Family Equivalent (SFE) shall be determined by using the
South Carolina Department. of Health and Environmental Control
Guidelines for Contributory Loading for Wastewater Treatment--
1990. Where applicable, such guidelines shall be used for
det. ermination of the appropriate mont. hly service, service
connection charge and plant impact fee.

•

.

•

Toxic and Pretreatment Effluent Guidelines

The Utility will not accept or treat any substance or material that

has been defined by the United States Environmental Protection

Agency ("EPA") OR THE SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL ("DHEC") as a toxic pollutant, hazardous

waste, or hazardous substance, including pollutants falling within

the provisions of 40 CFR §129.4 and _401.15. Additionally,

pollutants or pollutant properties subject to 40 CFR _403.5 and

S403.6 are to be processed according to the pretreatment standards

applicable to such pollutants o[ pollutant properties, and such
standards constitute the Utility's minimum pretreatment standards.

Any person or entity introducing any such prohibited or untreated

materials into the Company's sewer system may have service

interrupted without notice until such discharges cease, and shall

be liable to the Utility for all damages and costs, including

reasonable attorney's fees, incurred by the Utility as a result

thereof.

Construction Standards

The Utility requires all construction to be performed in accordance

with generally accepted engineering standards, at a minimum• The

Utility from time to time may require that more stringent

construction standards be followed.

Extension of Utility Service Lines and Mains

The Utility shall have no obligation at its expense to extend its

utility service lines or mains in order to permit any customer to

discharge acceptable wastewater into one of its sewer system.

However, anyone or any entity which is willing to pay all costs

associated with extending an appropriate].y sized and constructed

main oK utility service line from his/her/its premises to an

appropriate connection point, to pay the appropriate fees and

charges set forth in this rate schedule and to comply with the

guidelines and standards hereof, shall not be denied service,

unless treatment capacity is unavailable or unless the South

Carolina Department or Health and Environmental Control or other

government entity has restricted the Utility from adding for any

reason additional customers to the serving sewer system. In no

event, will the Utility be required to construct additional

wastewater treatment capacity to serve any customer or entity

without, an agreement acceptable to the Utility first having been

reached for the payment of all costs associated with adding

wastewater treatment capacity to the affected sewer system.

* A Single Family Equivalent (SFE) shall be determined by using the

South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control

Guidelines fox Contributory Loading fox Wastewater Treatment--

1990. Where applicable, such guidelines shall be used for

determination of the appropriate monthly service, service

connection charge and plant impact fee.
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